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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C, 





Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 














Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,009 effected under Tables I. and II. 
" NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge —— 
at Entry. (~~ Pe ae ¥ 
Five. Ten. | Twenty. Thirty. | Forty. 
o-oo. z2 8. £ s. £ 8 — 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 *7386 0 *1,022 0 
30 112 0 211 0 464 10 *319 0 *1,167 0 
40 | 124 0 232 0 525 10 *939 10 | *1,843 10 
50 147 0 276 16 *626 10 “1,108.6... | -  sscom 
60 197 10 372 0 A, eee | — 














EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 percent. 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 
UNITED STATES AND LONDON. 


AUTHORISED CAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 


$6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
$1,500,000 (about £309,000). 
This Company has its own offices and egencies throughout the Western States 


of America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifiz: Coast for the investment 
of money. 


It acts for Insurance Companies, Binks, T. ust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Its business and asses are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°/, for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit fur fixed terms from one to three years. 


to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
E. L. SHELDON, London Manager. 
SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED, 
3, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


Full information on application 
street, B.C. 








Now ready, gemy 8vo, price ?18., cloth (post free, 18s.), ; 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1889-90.—Being a Collection 
of the Statutes, Orders, and Rules relating to the General Practice, Pro- 
cedure, and Jurisdic ion of the Supreme Court, and on A) peal therefrom 
to the House of Lords, With Notes, Forms, &c. By THe MAS SNOW, 
M.A., CHARLES BURNEY, B.A., a Chief Clerk to Mr. Justice Chitty, 
and F. A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. 


Just publiched, royal 8vo, price 25s., cloth. 
CLERK and LINDSELL’S LAW of TORTS.—The Law of 


Torts. By J. F. CLERK, of the Inner Templ d W. H. B. LINDSELL 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Barristers-at-Law, KIN — 


Vo like the arrangement very well, and, as far as we have at present been 
able to check it, we think that the work is well and carefally done. Authorities 
Gf giving the diffarcns reposts ta which tise Gedsinwe —— 
erent repo: n whic e a, 
Students Journal, Nov., 1889 —— * 
No — of reference, it will be of great use to practitioners.’’—Law Notes, 
* * 

“It is our decided opinion that the authors have thrown, in many instances, 
not a little light on obscure questions, and contributed a valuable addition to 
the literature on * Torts.’””—Pump Court, Nov. 13, 1889. 





Just published, demy 8vo, price 8s., cloth. 

GOVER on ADVISING on TITLE.—Hints as to Advising on 
Title, and Practical Suggestions for Perusing and Analy: Abstracts. 
With an Outline of the Law relating to Title to Land and Tables of Stamp 
Duties since 18156. By W. H. GOVER, LL.B. (Lond.), of Lincoln’s-ian, 

Barrister-at-Law. 


Just published. Fifth Edition, royal 8vo, price £2, cloth. 
LINDLEY on COMPAN IES.—A Treatise on the Law and 
Practice of Joint-Stock and other Companies. By the Right Hon. Sir 
NATHANIEL LINDLEY, Knt., one of the Lords — of her Majesty's 
Court of Appeal, assisted by W. B. LINDLEY, M.A., and W. 0. GULL, 
M A., of Lincoln’s-inn, Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. 


Fifth Edition. royal 8vo, price 35s., cloth. 
LINDLEY on PARTNERSHIP._A Treatise on the Law of 


Partnership. By the Right Hon. Sir NATHANIEL LINDLEY, Knt.. one 
of the Lo Justices of her Majesty’s Court of Ap » assisted by W. U. 
GULL, M.A,, and W. B, LINDLEY, M.A., both of Lincoln’s-inn, Esqrs., 
Barristes-at-Law. 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 23, 1889. 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tr 1s srarep that the Lord Chancellor still has under considera- 
tion the expediency of filling up the vacancy amongst the Chancery 
Registrars, and will, on Wednesday next, take the opinion of the 
judges of the Chancery Division and Court of Appeal on the subject. 





Born prvistons of the Court of Appeal are making rapid pro- 
gress with their lists. Very few chancery arprals have been set 
down since the Long Vacation, and, including these, there remain 
now about thirty appeals only in the list of Court of Appeal No. 
2. There will be some little difficulty in the hearing of some of 
these cases, inasmuch as they are appeals from decisions of Lords 
Justices Fry, Bowzn, avd Lores sitting as divisional courts. 
Both divisions of the court are hearing appeals set down about 
iast July. 





Tue Court or Arreat have had occasion twice lately to com- 
plain that, when the case turned solely or mainly upon correspond- 
ence between the parties, or upon a written agreement, three 
copies of the correspondence or of the agreement were not 
provided for the use of the judges. Great inconvenience is caused 
by solicitors neglecting to follow the usual rule in this respect, and 
it is well to draw their attention once again to the complaint of 
the court. 





So rr arrears that the Land Transfer Bill is to be brought on 
again next session. At a meeting convened by the Building 
Secieties Association on Thursday week, and at which Mr. Barcx- 
pate, the assistant-barrister of the Land Registry, is stated to have 
been one of the speakers, Mr. Bisyon, chairman of the association, 
is reported to have said that ‘he had the highest authority for 
saying that a Land Transfer Bill would be the one Bill of the 
Government which would be pressed forward at the very com- 
mencement of the session, bat whether in the Lords or Commons in 
the first instance it was impossible to say. Undoubtedly, however, 
it would reach the Commons at a very early period.” Now the 
«highest authority ” can be no other than Lord Harsnury, and as the 
meeting, we believe, occurred after the first Cabinet Council of the 
season, we must assume that the Lord Chancellor has confided to Mr. 
Bryyow the resolution arrived at by the Cabinet. We are further 
entitled to assume that, at a meeting convened for the express 
pose of considering the “Government Land Traasfer Bill,” at 
which an official of the Land Registry appears to have taken a 
prominent part, and the chairman of the association convening 
which is a confidant of the ‘highest authority,” the resolutions 
eubmitted for adoption would not be opposed to the intended pro- 
visions of the reintroduced Bill. Hence it becomes important to 
look at the remarks of the confidant of Cabinet decisions and 
at the resolutions submitted to the meeting, in order to obtain a 
forecast of the course which is to be taken. We gather 
from Mr, Brvyon’s remark that ‘i D jae 4 of the old Bill were 
rejected, they might hope for a good and honest attempt to deal 
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with the transfer of land” (and from the resolution on the subject) 
that “the highest authority” has confided to this gentleman his 
intention of adopting Lord Dersy’s advice, and dividing the Bill 
into two parts. We further gather, from the resolution which was 
submitted ‘‘ That any Bill relating to land transfer or registration 
of title would be practically useless unless the registration be com- 
pulsory”’—and which, although apparently after considerable 
difference of opinion, was ultimately passed—that compulsion is 
intended to be a feature of the Bill. From a subsequent resolution 
(stated to have been supported by Mr. Baricxparz)—“ That the 
first registration in all cases should be of a possessory title only, 
with power to subsequently register an absolute title if the owner 
so desired, and that a possessory title on the register unchallenged 
for a period of twenty [‘sic.] years should then become an absolute 
title””—we are led to assume that the provisions of the Bill as to 
a possessory title ripening into an absolute title will be of a very 
extraordinary character. But the point for solicitors to observe is 
that, at a meeting favoured with a communication from “the 
highest authority,” and attended by an officer of the Land Registry, 
a resolution is stated to have been proposed and passed, to 
the effect that:—‘‘any Bill [i.c., Land Transfer Bill] should 
provide that all covenants in leases stipulating for the pre- 
paration of deeds by certain specified solicitors, or for the 
payment of a fee in lieu of such preparation, should be null 
and void, and that the delivery to the lessor of an official notice of 
any assignment, underlease, or charge upon any registered lease- 
hold property should be a sufficient compliance with any covenant 
to register the same with the lessor or his solicitor, or to pay any 
fee on such registration.” Was this suggested in the communica- 
tion from ‘‘the highest authority” ? Or was it part of the bargain 
between him and the association for the support of the latter to the 
Land Transfer Bill? In any case it is well for solicitors to know 
the idea of confiscation which is at the root of the Bill. 


In tHe course of the trial of a witness action by Mr. Justice 
Noztn on Tuesday, the question was raised, whether a letter 
written “without prejudice” could be put in evidence without 
the consent of both parties to the correspondence. Mr. Justice 
Norrn was at first inclined to the view that the words ‘“ without 
prejudice” are used only for the protection of the writer, and 
that his consent alone is required to make such a letter admissible 
in evidence. This was the opinion of Vice-Chancellor KrmxpERstry 
in Williams v. Thomas (2 Dr. & 8. 29), where he received and 
acted upon letters written “without prejudice” upon the question 
of the costs of the suit. But in the recent case of Walker v. 
Wilsher (23 Q. B. D. 335) the court practically overruled that 


between the solicitors of the parties, containing proposals for the 
settlement of the action, were produced, with the view of shewing 
that at an early stage of the litigation the plaintiff could have 
settled the action for the amount which he ultimately accepted. 
These letters were expressed to be written “ without prejudice,” 
and their admissibility was objected to by the plaintiff. But Mr. 
Hupprzstoy admitted them, and deprived the plaintiff of 

, on the ground that the letters established misconduct on his 
The Court of Appeal held that the letters were inadmissible 
without the consent of both parties. Lord Esuzn, M.R., said: 
“It is, I think, a good rule to say that nothing which is written or 
said without prejudice should be looked at without the consent of 
both parties, otherwise the whole object of the limitation is 
destroyed.” Lords Justices Lxvrxx and Bowen fally concurred in 
this view, though they pointed out that the rule would not be 
infringed by having regard to the fact that such letters had been 
written, and the dates at which they were written. This might 
be material upon a question of laches. The facts, as Lord Justice 
Lrspiey said, “‘ may be given in evidence, but the offer made, and 


the mode in which that offer was dealt with—the material matters, 
that is to say, of the letters—must not be looked at without con- 
sent.” Upon this case being cited to Mr. Justice Nortn, he at 
once 


held that he was bound by it, and he accordingly rejected the 
letters which were tcudered to him without the consent of both 


practice, and our readers will do well to bear in mind that it 
been settled by the decision of the Court of Appeal. 





We paint elsewhere a letter in which a correspondent furnish 
some useful details as to the recent legislation in the United 
States on the subject of the importation of aliens to perform labow 
of any kind in that country. The point of his communication & 
the warning that English lawyers going to the United States t 
get up evidence, conduct commissions, assist in launching com. 
panies, or to do any other professional work, even for English 
clients, render themselves liable to a fine of 1,()00 dollars. He 
suggests whether our legal brethren in the United States cannot 
do something for the amendment of this most inhospitable law— 
whether, for instance, they cannot contrive to have the legal pro. 
fession included among the “ actors, artists, lecturers, or singers, 
who are exempted from its operation. We would add our earnest 
solicitation to that of our correspondent. Let our legal brethren 
in the United States consider that the terms of the extremely 
harsh section 1 of the statute of 1885, quoted by our correspondent, 
may include, not only humble and deserving English practitioners, 
but also very exalted personages. They would appear to be 
sufficiently wide to include the case of a high English legal 
luminary who may visit the United States under a contract to 
marry a citizeness of the Republic, and with a view of ful- 
filling that contract. It is distressing to think that in such a 
case the luminary aforesaid might not only be fined, but also 
be ‘sent back to the nation from whence he came,” possibly before 
the fulfilment of the contract. It is true he might (in case 
his “industry” was “new to the country”) find a loop- 
hole in the exemption of cases where “skilled labour for that 
purpose cannot be otherwise obtained,” but it would obviously be 
a question for a jury whether, under the circumstances, the case 
came within this exception. It does not appear that, in the case 
supposed, the luminary would be a ‘foreign citizen temporarily 
residing in the United States, engaging . domestics, 
within the exception in section 5 of the Act referred to by our 
correspondent. We cannot help fearing, however, that the 
exception of alien lawyers would be one of the last which would 
be likely to be accepted. So far as we can gather, lawyers are 
too plentiful in the United States; they are powerful in Congress, 
and it is not probable that they will extend much favour to 
English interlopers. 





Tue case of Walker v. Hobbs (38 W. R. 63, 23 Q. B. D. 458) 
is, we believe, the first reported decision under the Housing of 
the Working Classes Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 72), section 
12 of which provides that ‘“‘in any contract made after the 


’ | passing of this Act for letting for habitation by persons of the work- 


ing classes a house or part of a house, there shall be implied a 
condition that the house is, at the commencement of the holding, 
in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation.” The wife of 
the occupier of part of a building under a tenancy which was 
admitted to be within the section, had been injured by the fall of 
a part of the ceiling, and she and her husband had obtained in the 
Lambeth County Court a verdict for £50 damages. The appeal to 
the Queen’s Bench Division raised the question whether the Act 
gave any right of action to a tenant receiving injury through 
premises being unfit for habitation; and it was argued for the 
defendant that the only effect of section 12 was to make a proper 
state of repair a condition precedent to the recovery of rent. It 
was further urged that the statute contemplated only defects of a 
sanitary kind, as distinguished from structural defects. The 
Divisional Court, however, refused to apply a technical construc- 
tion to the word “condition.” The Lord Chief Justice pointed 
out that, since the object of the Legislature was to provide the 
working classes with dwellings reasonably, fit and proper for 
habitation, the right of relinquishing the tenancy, if the premises 
proved to be unfit for habitation, would be an inadequate protec- 
tion for the tenant, and therefore the Act must be held to import 
a promise on the landlord’s part, for the breach of which an action 
could be brought. 





A new pornt under the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, was 





parties. The question is one which must frequently arise in 


decided in Reg. v. Maconochie (reported elsewhere). Section 7 
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provides that ‘‘a tenant claiming compensation under this Act 
shal], two months at least before the determination of the tenancy, 
give notice in writing to the landlord of his intention to make 
such claim.” In the case in question, the tenant held a farm under 
a lease for seven years expiring on the 11th of October, 1888. 
He gave up possession of the greater part of his farm at that date, 
but, according to the custom of the country, remained in possession 
of a portion until February, 1889. Within two months before 
the date of his giving up possession of this portion, but after the 
expiration of the term granted by the lease, he gave notice to the 
landlord under section 7. The question was whether, this notice 
was valid, as having been given ‘‘ before the determination of the 
tenancy.” It appears to us that the county court judge and the 
Divisional Court were right in saying that it was; though 
it does not appear from the report that the latter court 
put their decision on the right ground. The words “ de- 
termination of tenancy,” on which the question arose, 
are expressly defined in section 61 as meaning ‘‘the cesser of a 
contract of tenancy by reason of the effluxion of time, or from 
any other cause.” It does not appear that the lease for seven 
years contained anything necessarily repugnant to or inconsistent 
with the custom of the country as to holding over certain portions 
of the farm after the expiration of a tenancy; hence that custom 
must be taken to have been impliedly incorporated in the lease. 
But it is well established that such a custom operates as a pro- 
longation of the original term (Bevan v. Delahay, 1 H. Bl. 5; 
Knight v. Benett, 3 Bing. 366, 367); consequently, as regards the 
portion held over, there had been no “‘ cesser” of the contract of 
tenancy. That contract was still existing, though only as regards 
a part of the farm, and the reasons of convenience mentioned by 
the court appear to justify a construction of section 7 which 
obviates the necessity for two notices by the tenant—one as to the 
portion given up and the other as to the portion retained. 





Ir 1s onty afew weeks since we made some observations on 
assaults on judges (33 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 669), and pointed out 
the remarkable exemption which the English bench had hitherto 
enjoyed from the risks arising from the desire for revenge of 
disappointed suitors. We ascribed that immunity to the respect 
for, and con idence in, the administration of justice in this country, 
which had happily, until recently, prevailed, and we expressed 
some apprehension as to the effect of the clamour raised against 
the judge who tried Mrs. Maysrick’s case. What may have been 
the effect on the excitable foreigner who is charged with shooting 
Judge Burstowe of the diatribes against Mr. Justice Sreruen it is 
impossible to say, but, according to the local papers, he had 
remarked on a previous occasion that he ‘‘could never get justice 
here.” The odd thing is that there appears to be so little in the 
report of the prisoner’s case before Judge Bristows, beyond the 
result, which could give rise to a wild desire for revenge. The 
plaintiff had to be called to order once or twice by the judge for 
silly and irrelevant observations during bis cross-examination, but 
no one who knows Mr. Bristowe could suppose that this was done 
in an irritating manner. It is stated, indeed, that the judge 
shewed the utmost consideration in trying to ascertain and inter- 
pret the plaintiff’s broken English. And in the result, although 
he found for the defendant, he gave no costs. There seems, how- 
ever, to be some reason to believe that the prisoner, like Dopwext, 
who attempted to shoot Sir Gzorecx Jessen, is hardly responsible 
for his actions. 





Ir seems tolerably obvious that a contract requires the assent 
of two parties, and that a contract to be duly made in writing must 
be signed by two parties, but that the point may be doubtful is 
shewn by the fact that the Court of Appeal have differed upon it 
from Mr. Justice Srmtinc. The question arose in Re the New 
tberhardt Company upon the construction of section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, which enacts that all shares shall be deemed 
to be issued subject to the payment of the whole amount in cash, 
unless it has been otherwise determined by a ‘‘ contract duly made 
in writing.” An old company had gone into liquidation and had 
transferred its assets to a new one. An agreement was thereupon 
entered into between the old company and its liquidator and the new 
one, for the issue to debenture-holders in the old company of fully 
paid-up preference shares in the new one ; but this agreement, which 


might have been sufficient to satisfy the section, was not registered. 
The document which was registered, and which was intended to be 
a compliance with the section, was an agreement expressed to be 
made between the new company of the one part and various persons 
named in the schedule of the other part; it was duly executed on 
behalf of the company, but the persons in the schedule did not 
sign it, nor does it appear that at the time of filing they had even 
assented to the arrangement. In these circumstances, although 
the object of the section may be said to have been satisfied, yet it 
was impossible to say that there was any contract duly made in 
writing, and so the Court of Appeal held. 





In a case (which came before the Court of Appeal last week) 
a learned judge at the assizes, sitting without a jury, at the close 
of the case said to the counsel engaged: ‘‘If you like an off-hand 
judgment, I will give it at once. You are sure to appeal.” It is 
submitted that the habit of certain judges of practically — 
the parties to the Court of Appeal without delivering a 
judgment is not fair to the suitors, nor is it fair to the judges of 
the Court of Appeal, who are entitled to have before them for their 
assistance the carefully-considered reasons of the court from whose 
judgment the appeal is brought. 





Tx omisston of three words in our observations last week on 
the case of “Re a Svlicitor” (ante, p. 48) has given rise to a 
wrong impression. We said that it was, we believed, “the first 
case brought before the court upon the report of the Discipline 
Committee under the Solicitors Act, 1888.” What we should 
have said was, that it was ‘‘the first case of the kind brought,” 
&e. It was the first case brought before the court in which the 
Discipline Committee have recommended that no further action 
need be taken against the solicitor. 








THE BISHOP’S POWER OF VETO UNDER THE PUBLIC 
WORSHIP REGULATION ACTS. 


A more striking specimen of the extraordinary statutory conundrums, 
of which our method of legislation insures a perennial supply to 
the courts of law, can hardly be found than that which came up 
for solution in the case of Tbe Queen v. The Bishop of London (23 
Q. B. D. 414), recently decided by the Queen’s Bench Division. 
The Divisional Court, as might well be expected in relation to such 
a loosely conceived enactment as that in question, were divided in 
opinion, the Lord Chief Justice and Manisry, J., arriving at one 
conclusion, Potxock, B., at the other. : 

The 9th section of the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, 
provides, in substance, where a representation, under section 8, has 
been sent to the bishop of the diocese, complaining of unlawful 
alterations in or additions to the fabric or ornaments of a cathedral 
church, that he shall take certain specified steps to have the matter 
of the complaint tried in one of the ways prescribed by the Act, 
‘unless the bishop shall be of opinion, after considering the whole 
circumstances of the case, that proceedings should not be taken on 
the representation, in which case he shall state in writing the 
reason for his opinion, and such statement shall be deposited in the 
registry of the diocese, and a copy thereof shall forthwith be trans- 
mitted to the person, or some one of the persons, who have 
made the representation and to the complained of.” 
In the case in question, a representation having been made 
to the Bishop of London, complaining of the erection of cer- 
tain figures upon a reredos in St. Paul’s Cathedral, the b 
replied that, having, in pursuance of the statute, consi 
the whole circumstances of the case, he was of opinion that pro- 
ceedings should not be taken. He proceeded to state his reasons. 
We have not space to give them verbatim, but the substance of 
them was, that the main question of principle had already been 
decided in Phillpotts v. Boyd (L. R. 6 P. C. 435), in which a 
figure of a similar character on a reredos had been held lawful ; 
that it appeared impossible to say that the difference between the 
two erections was of very grave importance, or that one offered 
serious temptations to idolatry while the other did not; that 





litigation in such matters, even when necessary, was an evil, 
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keeping up irritation, embittering men’s feelings, and inflicting 
much misct i-+f on the Church and true religion, and only tolerable 
in order to prevent worse mischief; and that he was satisfied that, 
in the present instance, the proceedings could not end in any result 
which would meke up to the Church and to the religious life of 
the country for the mischief which the litigation itself would inflict 
on them. Thereupon the complainants applied for a mandamus to 
compel the bishop to act in furtherance of the proceedings in one 
of the ways prescribed by the Act. The majority of the court 
were of opinion that the mandamus should go, on the ground that 
the reasons given by the bishop were not such as were contemplated 
by the section, or founded upon the circumstances of the case. 

It is very difficult, as we think, to give a definite interpretation 
to such a loose and slipshod piece of legislation as that upon which 
this case turned. Construing the words, it is not, in one sense, 
difficult to say that the duty cast upon the bishop is to consider 
the whole of the circumstances of the case, and nothing more, and 
that such consideration is, to use a common expression, a condition 
precedent to his jurisdiction to refuse to further the proceedings. 
But what definite meaning can be given to the ‘‘ whole circum- 
stances of the case”? Are the words equivalent to the “facts 
of the case,” or do they mean anything, and, if so, how much, 
more? The word “circumstances” is popularly used in a very 
loore manner. We cannot help thinking, having regard to 
the scope of the provision, and the nature of the subject-matter, 
that the expression ‘circumstances of the case,” as used 
in this rection, was not intended to be merely equivalent to 
“facts of the case.” In seems to us that the latter expression 
would be of narrower import, and would probably be construed to 
mean only the facts directly material to the case. We cannot 
help thinking that something more than this was meant, and that 
the bishop was intended to have a wider discretion, and to take 
into consideration, in arriving at a decision, circumstances more in 
the nature of collateral or surrounding matters as well as the 
directly material facts of the case. But, if so, it becomer, no 
doubt, exceedingly difficult to draw the Jine, to define the circle 
within which lie the whole circumstances of the case. One can 
see, of course, that some matters might obviously be entirely 
unconnected with the case, or so remote that, if a bishop alleged 
them as reasons, it would be at once possible to say that they were 
not circumstances of the case, and, therefore, that, in refusing to 
further the proceedings for such reasons, the bishop was exceeding 
his jurisdiction. Suppose the bishop gave as a reason that he 
disapproved of all litigation, or that one of the persons who made 
the representation sometimes went to sleep during the sermon, or 
such like. It would be obvious at once in such a case that, 
though the bishop might be acting from excellent motives, and 
might have persuaded himself that the considerations on which he 
had acted were circumstances of the case, he could not be said to 
have bond fide exercised the discretion given him by deciding with 
reference to the circumstances of the case. 

To some extent, therefore, it appears to us that the reasons 
given by the bishop must be subject to review. But it is obvious 
that there would often be matters, as to which opinion might vary, 
whether they were so far connected with the case as to be capable 
of being fairly considered circumstances of the case, and, assuming 
that they were so, whether they afforded grounds for a decision 
that proceedings ought not to be taken. Now, we cannot see 
anywhere any provision, assuming a bishop to have acted on that 
which was capable of being fairly considered a circumstance of the 
case, and as such capable of being regarded as a reason, for review- 
ing his decision or for any appeal against it to any tribunal, on the 
ground that his conclusion was wrong. It would no doubt often 
be difficult in practice, once granted that any question may be 
raised as to the validity of the bishop’s reasons before a court of 
law, to stop short of arriving at the result that there would be a 
general appeal from the bishop’s discretion if he is wrong. A bad 
reason is, in strict logic, no reason. Atd it may always be said 
that a circumstance of the case which does not afford a good reason 
for the bishop’s refusal is not a circumstance of the case in the 
sense contemplated by the statute. But, as we have said, we 
cannot see that any such appeal is given; on the contrary, it is 
clear that, within the limits of his jurisdiction, whatever it may 
be, the discretion given to the bishop is absolute. It is really 
another example of an analogous difficulty to that created by the 


so much discussion and such judicial heat. We cannot 
help thinking that, however difficult it may be to 
work out logically, a similar principle of interpretation must 
apply as in the case of those words, that is to say, the reason given 
by the bishop must be something capable of being considered by a 
reasonable man a circumstance of the case, and as such a good 
reason for the bishop’s refusing to proceed; but that, granted the 
existence of such a reason, a court of law has no jurisdiction to 
consider whether the conclusion drawn by the bishop from it was 
correct, or in other words to review his decision. We cannot think 
that the provision by which the bishop is compelled to state his 
reasons can have the effect of enabling them always to be reviewed. 
It is abundantly satisfied by the consideration that the necessity 
for publicly stating reasons is in itself a check on a capricious 
exercise of a power, and also that it enables the aid of a court of 
law to be invoked in cases where the bishop may have gone so far 
wide of the circumstances of the case as to have exceeded his 
jurisdiction. 

We do not propose to discuss in detail the application of the 
principle of construction above referred to in relation to the facts 
of the particular case which has suggested these observations. 
That case is, we believe, coming before the Court of Appeal, when 
no doubt the matter will be fully threshed out. But it will be 
observed that the nature of the reasons given by the Bishop of 
London give rise to a further difficulty. The bishop’s mein reason, 
on which all the rest depends, is that a substantially similar figure 
was held legal in Phislpotts v. Boyd. It is clear that tbe conclu- 
sion depends on the similarity of the figures. Both of the judges 
who formed the majority appear to negative, in point of fact, this 
similarity. It seems to us, we must confess, difficult to contend 
that, if the fact were that the figures were substantially similar, 
and so the same point had been decided already by the ultimate 
tribuna), that would not be a circumstance of the case affording a 
reason against further proceedings. That gives rise to the question 
bow far, if the bishop acts on something which he finds to be the 
fact, and which, if a fact, would be a circumstance of the case, and 
a sufficient reason, his finding of fact can be reviewed by a court of 
law? We see considerable difficulty about this point, but possibly the 
correct view must be that here again the question must be one of 
degree, and that the bishop cannot rely on a similarity as a 
circumstance if, not only such similarity does not exist, but, to 
borrow a phrase commonly used in connection with another 
subject-matter, there was no evidence to go to him of any such 
similarity. It would seem arguable that there must be some such 
limit to his discretion, or a bishop, by persuading himself that 
two cases wholly and essentially dissimilar were on all fours, could 
stop proceedings involving a novel and important question of 
ecclesiastical law, which seems to be rather a strong result. 








SOME RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION ANID PRACTICE. 


Duxtne the year now expiring several important decisions have 
been given on county court jurisdiction and practice. Such of them 
as interpret the new County Courts Act and Rules are, it is need- 
less to state, of peculiar interest. 

The cases concerning the jurisdiction of the county courts shall 
be noticed in the first instance. The case of Tomkins v. Jones (37 
W. R. 328, C. A.) involved the construction of section 56 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that the court shall not 
have cognizance of any action of ejectment, or in which the title to 
any corporeal or incorporeal hereditaments shall be in question. It 
was there held that an action in which the title to leasehold pro- 
perty was in question was rightly removed from the county court 
into the High Court, since the word “ hereditaments’’ was used to 
describe, not the interest, but the land which was the subject- 
matter of the interest. This decision is certainly in harmony with 
the opinion expressed by Panrxg, B., in Chew v. Holroyd (8 Ex. 
249), to the effect that the word “‘ hereditament” merely defines the 
nature of the thing itself, and with what was laid down in Moor v. 
Denn (2 Bos. & Pal. 247) with respect to the word “‘heredita- 
ment,” namely, that the settled sense of that word is to denote 
such things as may be the subject-matter of inheritance, but not 
the inheritance itself. In Reg. v. Judge of Greenwich Oounty Court 
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(37 W. R. 132, C. A.) it was held that a prohibition will not lie to 
a county court judge who has granted a new trial on the ground of 
the misconduct of the jury, although there was no evidence to 
warrant him in so doing, if the subject of the suit and the applica- 
tion for a new trial were within his competence and jurisdiction. 
This decision is quite in accordance with previous cases, according to 
which a prohibition ought never to issue merely because a step taken 
in the court below may have been unwise or unjust, nor because the 
High Court considers the decision to be unsatisfactory or erroneous 
(Pitt-Lewis’ County Court Practice, 3rd edition, vol. 1, p. 155, 
and cases there cited). In Reg. v. Stonor (57 L. J. Q. B. 510, 
59 L. T. 669) the facts were as follows:—A defendant in a county 
court having made default in payment of £20 due under a judg- 
ment, an order was made to commit him to prison. He was 
never arrested nor imprisoned under the commitment order, which, 
according to ord. 25, r. 3, of the County Court Rules, 1886, 
expired when a year had elapsed. It was held, upon motion for 
a prohibition, that as no arrest nor imprisonment had taken place, 
and the defendant was still in default, the county court judge had 

wer to make a second order of commitment. While dealing 
with the subject of commitment orders, it should be mentioned that 
it was held in Harris v. Slater (37 W. R 56) that the minute 
entered in the county court books, pursuant to ord. 2, r. 2, of the 
County Court Rules of 1886, of an order of commitment, though 
pronounced in open court, is not an order upon which proceedings 
for prohibition can be maintained ; but an order, to be effective, 
must be drawn up in the form given under the rules of 1886, 
ord. 25, r. 33, form 57. This decision, though given in regard to 
rules no longer in operation, is still of binding force, as ord. 25, 
r. 33, of the County Courts Rules, 1889, is substantially in the 
same terms as the old rule upon the subject. Before leaving the 
cases in which the jurisdiction of the county courts has been ques- 
tioned by means of a prohibition, it should be mentioned that 
while section 127 of the County Courts Act, 1888, provides that 
“it shall be lawful for any judge of the High Court, as well 
during the sittings as in vacation, to hear and determine applica- 
tions for writs of prohibition to any court,’ ord. 59, r. 8, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, December, 1888, which came into 
operation on the 11th of January, 1889, provides that ‘‘every 
application for a prohibition to a county court other than an 
application by the Attorney-General shall be brought by notice of 
motion.” This apparent conflict between the section and rule 
above mentioned gave rise to 2 doubt as to whether a judge at 
chambers had any power to make an order for a writ of prohibi- 
tion. It has, however, quite recently, been held that it is at the 
option of the applicant for probibition to proceed either at cham- 
bers or in open court, and that the meaning of the rule is that, if 
the applicant adopts the latter alternative, he must proceed by 
notice of motion instead of applying for an order nisi as under 
the former practice, (King v. Oharing Cross Bank, W. N., 1889, 
p. 192.) 

The important subject of appeals from the county courts to the 
High Court has given rise to two decisions which must now be 
noticed. In Lumb v. Teal (22 Q. B. D. 675) the right of appeal 
in interpleader cases wes considered. It was an interpleader pro- 
ceeding, under section 157 of the County Courts Act, 1888, where 
the value of the goods claimed was Jess than £20, but the claimant 
claimed more than £20 as damages against the high bailiff and the 
execution creditor. The judge gave judgment for the claimant for 
£15 against the execution creditor, and did not give leave to 
appeal. It was held that the execution creditor had no right of 
appeal. No other decision could, it is submitted, have reasonably 
been arrived at, having regard to the language of section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which expressly provides that there 
sball be no appeal in proceedings in interpleader where the money 
claimed, or the value of the goods or chattels claimed, or of the 
proceeds thereof, does not exceed £20, unless the judge shall think 
it reasonable and proper that such appeal should be allowed and 
shall grant leave to appeal. It is true that section 157 of tbe 
County Courts Act, 1888, gives power to the county court judge, 
where the high bailiff interpleade, to adjudicate between the parties 
to the summons, or either of them, and the high bailiff, ** with 
respect to any damage or claim of or to damages arising, or capable 
of arising, out of the execution of such process by the high bailiff,” 
and to ‘‘ make such order in respect thereof, and of the costs of the 


however, clearly a thing arising out of the interpleader proceediagr, 
and is, therefore, so far as the right of appeal is concerned, governed 
by the proviso in section 120 above referred to. Formerly no 
right of appeal existed in interpleader cases, and under the County 
Courts Act, 1856, which first conferred the right, no leave to 
appeal could be given where neither the money claimed, nor the 
value of the goods claimed, nor the proceeds thereof, exceeded £20. 
The case of McGrah v. Cartwright (37 W. R. 619) removes a doubt 
which hed arisen, and to which we have already had occasion to 
refer (33 Soxicrrors’ JovrnaL, 261, 262) as to whether section 121 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, which requires an appellant from a 
county court to furnish the High Court with copies of the judge’s 
notes. as a condition precedent to the appeal being heard, overrides 
ord. 59, r. 13, of the Supreme Court Rules, which requires the 
master of the Crown Office to apply to the county court judge for 
a copy of his notes, and to supply such notes to the High Court. 
It was there held that the rule is clearly repealed by the section, 
for that as soon as the section was passed the object of the rule 
was gone. In cases where the county court judge’s notes are not 
produced, the Supreme Court Rules enable the High Court to 
determine the appeal upon any other evidence or statement of what 
occurred before the county court judge as may be deemed sufficient : 
ord. 59, r. 8. The High Court will not, however, according to a 
recent decision, exercise the power thereby conferred upon them 
unless effidavits be filed giving some reason or explanation for the 
non-production of the notes—such as that none were taken, or 
that they have been lost: Lwmb v. Teal (22 Q. B. D. 675). 








REVIEWS. 
LAWYER'S DIARIES. 


Tne LAwyER’s CoMPANION AND Diary AND LONDON AND PRo- 
VINcIAL Law Drrgcrory For 1890. Edited by J. TrusTRAM, 
LL.M, Barrister-at-Law. Forty-FourTH ANNUAL ISSUE. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Shaw & Sons. 

Tre Souicrror’s Diary, ALMANAC, AND LEGAL DrreEcTory, 1890. 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

WATERLOW Bros. & Laytron’s LEGAL DIARY AND ALMANAC FOR 
1890. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 7 
The Lawyer’s Companion preserves all its customary features of con- 

venience and accuracy, We have tested the list of town and country 

solicitors in several portions and find it accurate. The Trus’ Invest- 
ment Act, 1889, ond the portions of the Customs and Inland Revenue 

Act, 1889, and the Revenue Act, 1889, relating to stamps, are given at 

the commencement of the letterpress proper. It occurs to us that in 

future issues, some grouping of the whole recent legislative provisions 
as to stamps would be desirable, so as to facilitate reference. 

Messrs. Waterlow & Sons’ Solicitor’s Diary forms a compact 
volume with a diary on good paper, three days to the page. The 
portion relating to stamps is corrected and revised by Mr. Bond of 
the Inland Revenue Office, and is clearly arranged. A reference to 
the duty on an equitable mortgage would however be desirable in the 
head ‘‘ mortgage,” in addition to the head “‘ equitable mortgage.” 

Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & Layton’s Di is strongly bound ; 
contains the usual information of these publications, an has the 
advantage of columns for cash in the diary, which, moreover, gives a 
page to two days. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
MUNTON v. LORD TRURO, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The eight points settled in favour of the profession under 
my several actions are very correctly epitomized in the summary 
contained in your issue of the 9th inst., but numerous additional 
questions are being pressed upon me by solicitors of high standing :— 

First, Whether there was any sufficient reason for abandoning the 
index under the name of the paris 

Secondly, Whether the profession have been mostly charged one 
shilling per transaction or one shilling per name for the use of the 
parliamentary index ? ; es 

Thirdly, Whether the so called private lexicographical index is 
usually available at half a crown per name or per transaction P 

Fourthly, Whether there is any reason why this registry should 
not be opened and shut at the same hours as any other public office ? 





proceedings, as to him shall seem fit,” This claim for damages is, 


and, 
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Fifthly, Whether the so-called expedition fees, seeing that they 
are a direct incentive to the continuance of the needless average 
delay, should not be discountenanced, and the ordinary return of the 
deed be accelerated ? 

I had intended to offer some observations on these points, but be- 
fore doing so, I shall be glad if any of your correspondents will, 
either through your columns or direct, inform me what their experi- 
ence is. Let me just add that the registry decided not to appeal 
against = decisions, and that my further memorials have now 


accepted. Franois K, Munton. 

95A, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., Nov. 20. 

P.8.—The minimum fee for registration settled by the Queen’s 
Bench Division in one of my cases, more than three years ago, was 
4s, 6d., or 2s. when oath taken outside the registry. Has anybody 
since that date paid more than these sums for 200 words (6d. per 
100 beyond) ? 





ALIENS IN THE UNITED STATES, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I would call the attention of your readers to the remarkable 
statutes passed in the United States in 1885 and 1887 upon the 
subject of importation of aliens under contract to perform labour in 
that country. 

The Statute of 1885 contains the following provisions :—Section 1 
makes it unlawful to prepay the transportation or assist in the im- 
portation of aliens ‘‘ under contract or agreement, parol or special, 
express or implied, made previous to the importation or migration, 
- + « to perform labour or service of any kind.” 

Section 2 makes all such contracts void. 

Section 3 imposes a fine of 1,000 dollars for a breach of section 1, 
which may be sued for by the State or by any person, including the 
imported alien. 

tion 4 provides that the master of any vessel knowingly bringing 
any such alien shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, punishable by a 
fine of 500 dollars for every alien brought, and is liable to imprison- 
ment for six months. 

Section 5 contains exemptions in favour (1) of foreign citizens 
temporarily residing in the United States engaging “ private secre- 
taries or domestics” ; (2) of skilled workmen labouring in an indus- 
try new to that country, ‘‘provided that skilled labour for that 
— cannot be otherwise obtained”; (3) of actors, artists, 
ecturers, singers, or domestic servants ; (4) of individuals assisting 
relatives to emigrate. 

The statute of 1887 makes additional provisions with regard to the 
carrying out of the first statute, and requires that any aliens imported 

; the provisions of that statute shall be sent back to the 
a from whence they came at the expense of the ship bringing 
em, 

The first Act has, I am informed, recently been put in force at 
Norfolk (Virginia) by the imposition of a fine of 1,000 dollars upon a 
clerk sent out by a Liverpool firm to assist in buying cotton during 
the cotton season. 

It will be observed that the language of the statute of 1885 is so 
wide that, unless the courts of the United States can see their way to 
hold that it does not apply to parties to contracts made out of that 
country, it may lead to very inconvenient results. But if they were 
prim ees) — Pag — Lay cee —— enough to deprive the 

o so that the courts have a strong inducemen 
to take this view. — — —— 

Your readers may remember that some little time ago the news- 
papers reported a case of an English minister of religion, who, 
having been imported under contract to fill a pulpit in New York, 
was fined 1,000 dollars under this law ; and the fine was paid by bis 
new congregation. But it did not, so far as I remember, appear by 
the report where the contract was made. 

A word of warning to our worthy selves. English or other alien 
lawyers going to the United States to get up evidence, to conduct 
commissions, to assist in launching companies, or to do any other pro- 
fessional work for clients, although only English, may be fined under 
this statute. One of the firm of solicitors acting for Mrs. Maybrick, 
whose journey to _America in search of evidence recently excited 
public sma net a been — for breach of it, and so 
apparently might any alien en out of the United States to 
proceed dans to give evidence nat trial. 

This most inhospitable law is no doubt due to the power of the 
labour vote in America, and is intended to protect native against 
imported working mer. It is a law which, in the eyes of a wise 
American, “ will much impeach the justice of his State.” At any 
rate, it would be well to reduce its provisions to the end desired. 

Cannot our legal brethren in the United States do something 
towards its amendment? Can they not, at any rate, manage that 
the legal profession be included with the actors, artists, lecturers, or 
singers? Some cf our younger members have great talents as 


these, an exception might be made; and ;their ‘qualifications could 

be tested at Castle Garden, in the presence of an American judge and 

jury, before they are “sent back to the nation to which they 
ong.’ 

There is some virtue, however, in this law; for, as it provides that 
the vessel bringing the offender is to take him back at her own 
expense, there seems to be a pleasant opening for the weary but 
impecunious or economical lawyer to get a return ticket upon easy 
terms. Perhaps the shipowner might say that food and drink were 
not ‘‘nominated in the bond,” but no doubt some learned Portia 
could be found to overrule such a technical objection. H. 





THE DIVORCE REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It was my misfortune to have for the first time to attend a 
summons at the Divorce Registry on the 11th inst. The summons was 
returnable at 11.30, and inasmuch as I and my opponent are both 
City ———— we arranged to attend punc y at the hour 
named. Accordingly at 11.30 we attended at the registry. To my 
surprise I found there was no such thing as a printed list of 
summonses, that all the summonses are made returnable at the same 
hour, that practitioners hand the summonses to a messenger who 
stands outside the door of the registrar’s room, and that they are then 
heard in the order in which they are handed in, On the day in 
question there must have been at least fifty summonses, and I was 
unfortunate enough not to arrive in time to get my summons handed 
in early (though attending at 11.30), the result being thatit was 1.30 
before my summons was called. 

On the 18th inst. I again had occasion to attend ; this time I 
determined if possible to get my summons handed in early, so reached 
the registrar’s room at 11.20, and my summons was the third handed 
in. At 11.30 punctually the registrar arrived, when to my surprise, 
instead of the ‘‘ inferior animals’”’ list being called, a case attended 
by counsel, and so far as I could ascertain not in the list, was first 
heard. I waited until 12 o’clock in the hope that my summons would 
be called, but it was not, the case with counsel then still being before 
the registrar, and as I had another appointment, I was compelled to 
adjourn the summons to the next open day, which appeared to be the 
following Monday. 

It appears to me that this mode of carrying on the business is 
nothing short of a scandal, and how it is that practitioners have so 
long submitted to, and suffered from, it without protesting, I am ata 
loss to imagine. To begin with, making all the summonses returnable 
at the same time is absurd. There can 5 no difficulty in adopting the 
system in operation in the other divisions—viz., having a certain num. 
ber of summonses entered for each hour and having a printed list. 
Then to allow counsel to go in before the list is commenced, and to 
keep a large number of practitioners waiting for over half an hour, is 
simply monstrous. Surely if counsel are engaged in a pressing case 
there should be no difficulty in their attending at 11 o’clock, at which 
time presumably the registrar is in attendance. 

AsI propose making a representation to the registrars upon the 
subject, I should feel obliged if any of my professional brethren who 
are in the habit of practising in the Divorce Registry will write me 
that they support the suggestions herein contained. W. SPYEr. 
53, New Broad-street, E.C., 20th November, 1889. 





COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Mr. Miller’s letter, in your issue of the 2nd inst., raises some 
interesting and important points. Some of his conclusions, how- 
ever, would seem to be based on a view which, I submit, is hardly 
accurate—namely, that a solicitor’s certificate expires on the 15th of 
December. 
In law and in fact all certificates expire on the 15th of November, 
and are renewable on the 16th of that month. A calendar month’s 
grace is given, and every certificate renewed on or before the 15th of 
December bears date as of the 16th of November, and relates back 
to the expiry of the last year’s certificate, with the result that the 
holder has never ceased to be a certificated solicitor, This month’s 
grace is generally sufficient to cover cases of bond fide omission to 
renew, ‘‘ through accident or otherwise.” = 

hardly think the words which Mr. Miller suggests, by way of 
addition to the existing form of commission, would meet his diffi- 
culty. For instance, my own commission bears date the 25th of 
November. At that date I did not de facto ‘ hold a duly-stamped 
certificate for the time being in force,’’ but was in that state of sus- 
pended, or rather hypothetical, animation common to the bulk of 
country solicitors, Yet my commission described me as ‘‘ being a 





emateurs in “such branches of Jearning.” Perhaps, at Jeast for 


practising solicitor.” — I had administered an oath before 
the 16th of December, and failed to renew my certificate, I cannct 
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: i A issi uld h become void, or | c. 19, for fraudulently removing certain goods with intent to avoid a dis- 
ee ee ene tress. ‘The plaintiff was the landlord of certain of which a man 
oven © named Flicker was the tenant. On the 29th of 1887, rent to 


8. 
With regard to the future title of commissioners, it certainly 
seems to me that section 13 of the new Act in effect authorizes the 
shorter and more accurate description, ‘‘ a commissioner for oaths,” 
for existing commissioners of the Supreme Court, and, in the absence 
of any rule or order to the contrary, I shall not hesitate to adopt it 
as from the 1st of January, 1890. W. Diesy THuRNAM. 
61, Lord-street, Liverpool, Nov. 19. 





STAMP ON TRANSFER OF MORTGAGE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the letter of your correspondent, ‘‘J. H. 
Bullock,” under this heading, and the article thereon in your issue of 
the 9th inst., I may mention that I have quite recently had an 
analogous point raised in stamping an assignment of an equity of 
redemption. 

In this case the purchase-money was £200, and the mortgage debt 
£500, with no quarterly payment of interest due, but a few days only 
accruing. On discussing the question in the Inland Revenue solici- 
tors’ room at Somerset House, they maintained that the proper duty 
was £3 15s., and not £3 10s., with which former amount I decided to 
stamp it. T. W. SMITH. 

St. deme Bishopsgate-street Within, E.C., 

ov. 20. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
SMITH v. WOOD—No. 1, 19th November. 


PenattTy—Sa.z or Coats 1n Lonpon—Mernop or WeicHinc—Ocnstruc- 
TION OF Pgnau Srarvurze—l & 2 Wit. 4, c. Lxxvi., ss. 54, 57. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman and 
Charles, JJ., reported 37 W. R. 800, 23 Q. B. D. 380). The plaintiff pur- 
chased certain coals from the defendant, a coal merchant, and brought 
an action to recover penalties for deficiency in weight under 1 & 2 Will. 4, 
c. lxxvi. By section 54 every carman, when the coals are carried in sacks, 
shall, if he shall be required to do so, a ee ae the sacks 
with the coals therein, and afterwards the without any coals in it. 
By section 57 provision is made for the attendance of a policeman or 
other credible person as witness while the coal is weighed, and the sacks 
of coal, both with and without the coal therein, are to be weighed in his 
presence, and a penalty, not — for each sack, is imposed on the 
coal-seller for deficiency in weight. pursuance of the plaintiff's order, 
ten sacks of coal, each purporting to contain two hundredweight, were 
delivered at his residence. He desired the carman to weigh them, and, 
having procured the attendance of a constable, this was done in his pre- 
sence. Instead, however, of weighing each sack, first with the in 
it, and then empty, the carman placed the full sack in one scale and in the 
other placed the weights and an empty sack. Seven of the sacks being 
deficient in weight, this action was brought and tried before Wills, J., 
and a jury, when a verdict for the plaintiff was returned for £16 10s., 
for which judgment was given. The Divisional Court set this aside on the 
authority of Meredith vy. Holman (16 M. & W. 798), considering that the 
method of weighing prescribed by the Act had not been followed. The 
plaintiff appealed, but 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linptey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esurzrx, M.R., said that, far from differing from 
Meredith v. Holman, he thought it was obviously a right decision. A 
penal statute such as this must be construed strictly. It prescribed a 
certain method in which coal must be weighed. The Legislature knew 
that the persons who would be called upon to weigh coal under this Act 
would be persons unaccustomed to such a duty, and therefore they pre- 
scribed specifically the manner in which the weighing was to be done. 
It was a condition precedent to the recovery of the penalty that the 
bp ary should take place in the manner prescribed by the Act. Instead 
of that the coal had, in this case, been weighed in a much more rough 
and inexact method. It was obvious that sacks might differ in weight, 
and that the mere throwing of an empty sack into the scale with the 
weights was not a satisfactory method of ascertaining the weight of the 
coal. The provisions of the Act had not been comp with, and, since 
it was a penal statute, the plaintiff could not succeed in his action for 

ties. Linpizy and Lorzs, L JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Oounset, J. B. Walker and Bassett Hopkins; Cock, Q.0., and 
Chester Jones. Soxicrrons, J. Roberts ; Lewis § Sons. : 


TOMLINSON v. CONSOLIDATED CREDIT AND MORTGAGE CORPORATION, 
(LIM.)—No. 1, 20th November. 


LAMDLORD AND Tenant—Dristress—Removat or Goops—Bit or SaALE— 
ll Geo, 2, c. 19, 8. 1—Brmis or Saux Act, 1883 (45 & 46 Vicr. 


c. 43). 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Field and 


’ , 

the amount of £30 became due from Flicker to the plaintiff. On the 
night of that day the defendants removed the goods and furniture in ques- 
tion from Flicker’s house with his consent. At the trial, which took 
place before Grantham, J., and a jury, the defendants relied on a bill of 
sale which had been executed to them by Flicker to the 29th 
of September. Judgment was given for the tiff, but was set aside 
by the Divisional Court on the ground that goods removed were not 

e property of the tenant, but of the defendants. The plaintiff 
ai 


Tam Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lixpiey and Lopzs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the action was brought 
under the statute of George II., which provided that certain conse- 
quences should ensue where a tenant’s were fraudulently removed 
with the intention of defeating a distress for rent then due. there 
was no doubt that the rent was due, and that the goods had been removed 
with the intention of avoiding the distress. But the goods were not the 
tenant’s goods. Directly the bill of sale was executed, the property 
in the goods passed to the defendants, and the case was therefore not 
within the Act. Another point had, however, been raised—namely, that 
since, under section 13 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1883, the grantee of a bill 
of sale could not remove the goods for five days after he had seized them, 
the defendants could not remove these goods for five days after the 29th 
of September. But the landlord had no locus standi to complain of this. 
The case of Lane v. Tyler (56 L. J. Q. B. 461) had decided that where 
goods seized under a bill of sale were removed by the tee with the 
consent of the grantor within the five days the landlord could not com- 
lain, That was aright decision, for the Bills of Sale Act was not passed 
fn the interests of the landlord, but to settle the rights of grantors and 
grantees of billsof sale. Liypiev and Loprs, L.JJ., delivered judgment 
to the same effect.—OounszL, Waddy, Q.0., Hammond Chambers, and Ogle ; 
Cock, Q.C., and W. H. Clay. Soxsicrrors, J. B. Churchill; Vanderpump ¢ 
Eve. 
GLASIER v. ROLLS—No. 2, 20th November. 


AprpEAL—SHORTHAND Nores—Costs—APpPLICATION AFTER ORDER 
AND BNTERED—R, S. C., XXVIIL,, 11. 


An appeal in this case was heard and decided by the Court of Appeal in 
July last (33 Sonicrrors’ Journat, 642), and the order allowing the a 

had since been passed and entered. An application was now 

behalf of the successful appellant that the costs of transcripts of the short- 
hand notes of the evidence taken on the trial of the action might be 
allowed as part of his costs of Sores and also the costs of 

of the judgments of the House of Lords in the case of Derry v. Peek (33 
Soxticrrors’ J — a ~ notes more the —2 ae 
the purpose of the appeal, and were on the ap 

the —— and by counsel, the notes taken by ere J., being very 
brief, and no sufficient notes having been taken by counsel. 

of the appeal had been until after the decision of the House of 
Lords in Derry v. Peek should have been given, and the hearing took 
before Derry v. Peek had been a 2 so that the j ts 

law lords could not be brought before the Court of Ap; in any other 
way than by transcripts of the shorthand notes. No application for the 
allowance of these costs was made at the time when the order upon the 
appeal was pronounced, and the order, as passed and entered, did not con- 
tain any direction that they should be allowed. 

Tus Court (Corron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Corron, L.J., said that the order of the Court of Appeal had been passed 
and entered, and except under rule 11 of order 28 (the “‘ slip ” order), when 
some slip had been made in not inserting in the order which the 
court intended to be there, such an application as the present could not be 
granted, because the effect would be to alter the final order of the court al- 
ready completed. Even if the court would have thought it under any 
circumstances to allow the costs of the shorthand notes of the evidence, it 
could not do so now. The taxing master could not allow these costs unless 
a direction to that effect was given by the court, and it had already been 
laid down by this court that an application for such a direction ought to 
be made when the judgment was delivered or immediately afterwards, 
because the court would then have all the facts fully before it. The costs 
of shorthand notes of evidence ought not to be allowed except in a very 
extreme case; the judges notes, coupled with the notes of counsel, ought 
— Ae be sufficient, pees Sy acase like — *3 in which the 

ecision turned mainly upon a tof law. But lordship based his 
decision only on the ground that the order on the appeal could 
altered after it had been passed and entered. This ground 
the notes of the jud, ts of the House of Lords in Derry v. 
notes, however, s in a different position from the notes 
and if the taxing master should think that the costs could be allowed under 
the order as it now stood, no alteration — ———— 
ship declined to make any alteration in the order now, 
no slip in drawing it up. Bowen, L.J., entirely agreed, and he thought 
the judgment of the court ought to rest on the ground upon which Cotton, 
8 had put it. An applioation to alter —25* the court after it 


passed and entered, on the 
intention of the court, was quite a different —— an application 
alter a judgment by embodying in it something 
at the time when the judgment was pronounced. His lordship 
agreed as to the general practice about allowing the costs of shorthand 
notes of evidence ; it was a matter within the discretion of the court. But 
it was important that suitors should know that it would require a very 
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Manisty, JJ.). ‘he action was brought, under section 1 of 11 Geo, 2, 


extreme case to induce the court to allow the costs of shorthand notes of 
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evidence. To do ro as a general rule would be to add a new terror fo iti’ 
gation. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Covunszi, Muir Mackenzie; Warmingtom 
Q.C , and Solomon, Soxrscrrons, H. T. Tadman ; Byrne § Lucas. 


LISTER v. LISTER—No. 2, 19th November. 


Huspanp AND Wirre—Drvorce—P2ErMaNnent ALIMONY OR MAINTENANCE— 
LimiTaTION unTILn RE-MARRIAGE OF Wire — Discretion or Court — 
20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, s. 32. 


The question in this case was, whether an order for the payment of main- 
tenance by a husband to a wife on the dissolution of the marriage ought 
to contain a limitation of the payment to the period of her continuing 
unmarried. Section 32 of the Divorce Court Act, 1857, provides that 
‘“*the court may, if it sball think fit, on any such decree”’ (that is, for 
dissolution of marriage), ‘‘order that the husband sball, to the satisfac- 
tion of the court, secure to the wife such gross sum of money, or such 
annual rum of money, for any term not exceeding her own life, as, having 
regard to her fortune (if any), to the ability of the husband, and to the 
conduct of the parties, it shall deem reasonable.’’ In the present case 
the marriege was dissolved on the petition of the wife, on the ground of 
the cruelty and adultery of the husband. She had married at the age of 
seventeen, and was now over thirty. She had no property. The husband 
had property which produced an income of nearly £600 a year. Butt, J., 
had ordered the husband to pay to the wife an annual sum of £195 during 
her life, and had refused to add the limitation ‘‘so long as she remains 
unmarried.’’ It was alleged that he had laid down as a general rule that 
such a limitation ought never to be inserted, and that in so doing he had 
altered the settled practice of the court. 

Tue Covrr (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Oorton, 
L.J., eaid that the judgment of Butt, J., shewed that he did not intend 
to lay down any such general rule, but that he only held that the court 
had a discretion which was to be exercised with regard to the facts of the 
particular case, and in the present case he thought that he ought not to 
insert any limitation of the wife’s life interest. In the opinion of the 
Lord Justice section 32 gave the court adiscretion. He did not mean to 
say that an appeal would not lie from the exercise of that discretion, but 
in the present case he could see no reason for differing from Butt, J., who 
must know much better than this court what was the conduct of the hus- 
band which had caused the dissolution of the marriage. Fry, L J., wes of 
opinion that section 32 gave the court a discretion. Butt, J., was said to 
have laid down a rule that, primdé facie, any annual allowance made to a 
wife under section 32 ought to be for her life, but his judgment shewed 

that he had no such intention. On the other hand, it was argued that, 
prin d facie, the allowance ought to be only until the wife should marry 
—_. In his lordship’s opinion that proposition was equally untenable. 

e language of section 32 was opposed to it. Section 32 empowered the 

court to award the wife a gross sum, which obviously would not cease 
on her re-marriage. The effect of section 32 was to leave the judge an 
unfettered judicial discretion, to be exercised without any bias, having 
regard to the facts of each case. It would be wrong to lay down any 
prima facie rule in either direction. The only question was whether Butt, 
J., had exercised his discretion wrongly in the present case In his lord- 
ship’s opinion the sum awarded by Butt, J , was not, under the circum- 
stances, an excessive compensation to be made by a husband who had 
violated all his marital duties.—Counss., Finlay, Q.C., and H. Stokes ; 
Inderwick, Q.0., and Searle. Souicrrors, Smith, Fawdon, ¢ Low; 
Roche § Son. 


Re THE NEW EBERHARDT CO , Ex parte MENZIES—No. 2, 20th November. 


OCompany—Payment ror SHARES OTHERWISE THAN IN CASH—REGISTRATION 
or Contract in Writinc — Conrract EXECUTED BY CoMPANY ONLY — 
Companies Act, 1867, s. 25. 


The question in this case was, whether the contract in writing, which, 
when shares in a company are to be paid for otherwise than in cash, is 
required by section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, to be filed with the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, must be executed, not only by the 
company, but also by the person to whom the shures are iseued. Section 
25 provides that ‘‘ every share in every company sha'l be deemed and taken 
to have been issued, and to be held, subject to the payment of the whole 
amount thereof in cash, unless the same shall have been otherwise'deter- 
mined by a contract duly made in writing and filed with the Registrar of 
Joint-Stock Companies at or before the issue of such shares.” In the 
present case a motion was made by the holder of preference shares in the 
company, purporting to be fully paid up, asking to bave the register rec- 
tified by striking out his name, on the ground that no contract had been 
filed as required by the above section. The company was formed to pur- 
chase the assets and business of an old company, called the Eberhardt and 
Monitor Co., part of the arrangement being that preference shares in the 
new company should be allotted to the debenture- holders of the old com- 
pany in exchange for their debentures, an agreement for that p 
being entered into between the old company and th: ir liquidator and the 
new company. This agreement was not registered. But there was regis- 
tered a document, dated the 28th of September, 1888, and expressed to be 
made between the New Eberhardt Co. (Limited) of the one part, and the 
several persons named in the schedule thereto of the other part. This 
agreement contained a recital of the incorporation of the new company 
with a capital of £75,000 in 250,000 ordinary and 50,000 preference shares 
of 5s. each, and of an agreement between the old company and its liquidator 
and the new company that the new company should iesue to the holders of 
debentures in the old company four fully-paid preference shares in the 
new company for every £1 of debentures held by them; and it was wit- 


issue to the persons named in the schedule the number of shares set oppo. 
site to their names respectively, and it was agreed and declared that th 
shares included in the schedule were to be held as shares —* which the 
full sum of 5s. per share had been paid, and should be liable and subjeg 
to no further payment. The seal of the new company was affixed to this 
document, but the document was not executed by or on behalf of any of 
the persons named in the schedule, Stirling, J., held that the execution 
by the company was sufficient. 

Tus Covrr (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L JJ.) reversed the decision, 
Corton, L J., said that the document which was registered was not an 
agreement at all. It contained an offer by the new company, which 
would have become an agreement as soon as it was accepted by the 
debenture-holders. Probably it would have been sufficient if the 
agreement between the liquidator of the old company and the new 
company had been registered ; but his lordship could not see that any- 
thing amounting to a contract had been registered. The only thing 
registered was an offer by the new company to issue shares to anyone 
who would accept them, and, at the time when it was filed, there had 
been no acceptance by any of the persons to whom it was intended to 
issue the shares. The words of seetion 25 were very different from those 
of the Statute of Frauds, under which a memorandum in writing of an 
agreement signed by the person to be charged was sufficient. The name 
of the —— must be removed from the register. Bowzn, L.J., said 
that the document registered was only an offer at the time when it was 
filed ; there was certainly not a contract in writing at that time. He 
regretted the decision. There had been an unfortunate slip, for the 
objects of the Act had been fulfilled, though its requirements had not 
been complied with. Fry, LJ., said section 25 required that there 
should be a contract ; that the contract should be duly made in writing ; 
and that it should be filed with the registrar. And all these things must 
be done at or before the issue of the shares. Here there was a contract 
between the Jiquidator of the old company and the new company, but 
that was never registered. Instead of ita memorandum was filed which 
purported to be a memorandum of an agreement between the new 
company and the persons whose names were mentioned in the schedule. 
Not one of those persons signed the memorandum or accepted the shares 
until they were issued. There was no contract at the time of the issue of 
the shares, and still less was there any contract in writing. His lord- 
ship regretted that it was impossible to come to any other conclusion, 
for the document was an honest one.—CovnseL, Whinney; Grosvenor 
Woods. Soxicrrors, Snell, Son, § Greenip. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
CASE v. CASE—Kay, J., 14th November. 


MARRIAGE BETWEEN British Sunpsect AND ForeicnNer—Marriiace Oon- 
TRACT—LAw oF Foreign Oountry—Eneoiish Reat Estate—Dounr— 
Famity Serrtement— Restraint ON ANTICIPATION, 


In 1834 Thomas Case, a domiciled Eaglishman, married in Turkey a 
lady who was a subject of the then kingdom of the Two Sicilies. A 
marriage contract was executed before the marriage, by which Thomas 
Oase gave to his bride half of his revenues aud goods, movable and 
immovable, as an irrevocable donation in augmentation of her dowry. At 
this time Thomas Case was tenant in tail in possession of estates in Staf- 
fordsbire and Lancashire, but there was no evidence that he ever had any 
personal estate. No steps were taken to transfer the property or to carry 
out the provisions of the contract, In 1846 Thomas Case disentailed 
and sold the Staffordshire property and disentuiled the Lancashire 
property. At this time Mr. and Mrs. Case had two children. By an 
indenture of the 17th of June, 1847, made between Thomas Case, his 
wife, a jointress, and four sets of trustees, the Lancashire property was— 
in order to avoid doubts which had arisen as to the effect of the contract 
—settled in strict settlement, with provisions for younger children. Mre. 
Oase released her rights under the contract, and received an annuity of 
£100 during her busband’s life and an annual rent-charge of £400 after 
bis death, to be increased to £600 on the death of the jointress. In 
1886 Thomas Case and his wife executed a deed confirming the contract, 
declaring that the settlement of 1847 was void, and professing to settle 
the property on different trusts. Thomas Case died in 1887. The 
Lancashire property had largely increased in value, and the widow and 
her younger children now claimed to have the settlement of 1847 set 
aside and the trusts of the contract executed. They argued that the 
contract had to be construed by Sicilian Jaw, that under that law the 
wife was entitled to half the property without power of alienation, that 
the contract ought to have been carried out by settling half the property 
on her without power of anticipation, and that no family settlement 
could give a power of alienation to a person who did not possess it. 

Kay, J., said that the construction of the contract was by no means 
clear, and the parties were well advised in 1847 that its effect was very 
doubtful. The deed of 1847 had every element of a family settlement, 
which was a thing which the Oourt of Chancery had always considered 
a@ most sacred matter. The settlement had been acted on for forty 
years, was founded on a reasonable doubt, and ought not to be upset 
now.—Oouncit, Renshaw, Q.0., and Wilkinson; Marten, Q. O. and G. 
Henderson ; Robinson, Q.C., and R, J. Parker; A. a@’B. Terrell ; Gaskell. 
; = Venning, Sons, § Manning ; Bircham § Co. ; Ford, Ranken, Ford, 
$ Ford. 

OTTO v. SINGER—Chitty, J., 19th November. 


Patent—PRrovisionaL SPRCIFICATION—LICENSBE OF PATENT. 





nessed that, in pursuance of the agreement, the company should allot and 


Tn this case the plaintiff, the registered proprietor of a patent for an im» 
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yed method of securing elastic tyres in wheel rims for bicycles, had, 
when having obtained provisional protection, only granted to the defend- 
ants a licence for a term of one year from the lat of December, 1886, 
and further from year to year during the continuance of the letters 
patent to be granted (if granted) for the said invention or any prolonga- 
tion or extension thereof. The defendants, having paid the royalties for 
tbe first year, declined to psy any further royalties, alleging that the 
patentee hed agreed in the licence to complete the letters patent for the 
whole invention dercribed in the provisional specification, and had failed 
to do co, having, when before the comptroller, admitted prior claims to, 
and abandoned a portion of, his claim which, according to the defend- 
ants, formed the substance of the whole and all that they desired to use 
when they obtained the plaintiff’s licence. The plaintiff claimed to be 
paid the further royalties, and the defendants sought to have the plaintiff's 
jicence declared void. 

Curry, J., said that the defendant’s case was, that protection was 
obtained by the fival epecification for less than the whole invention. 
They knew that they could not dispute the validity of the patent, and, 
indeed, there was no ground for saying a valid patent had not been 
obtained. They sought to have the licence declared void. Why should 
it be declared void? Consideration had passed, and there was no ground 
for saying there was a total failure of consideration. Reading the docu- 
ment itself, there was no misrepresentation in it. The plaintiff and the 
defendants met together, and they were both satisfied with the provisional 
specification. The parties knew the patent law, and there was no ground 
for saying the defendants were deceived. The defendants knew what 
steps the plaintiff would have to take under the Act of Parliament, and 
that he would have to ascertain and make clear what he was allowed to 
leave rough and incomplete in the provisional specification. The question 
now raised was quite new, and generally the contention was the otber 
way— namely, that the final specification exceeded the provisional. In the 
present case, when the licence was fairly worked out the question was 
settled. It was a licence for a year certain, and then from year to year 
during the continuance of the patent; and there was a covenant to com- 
plete the letters patent. The defendants tried to found on that a war- 
ranty for the whole invention which might, by any chance, be comprised 
in the provisional specification. That was not in the least its meaning. 
It was no warranty. It was merely a covenant to complete the letters 
patent. The licence was to end if the patent was declared invalid in a 
court of law; but until then the licensor was to have all his royalties, 
Then the licensor was to indemnify the licensee snd to defend the 
patent. The result was that something had passed by the deed. There 
was no warranty that any patent would be obtained, or that anything 
should be done except what had been done by the plaintiff—namely, to 
take proper proceedings to complete the patent. There was no ground 
for declaring the licence void. The parties could give notice to terminate 
itif they liked He based his judgment on the deed itself, and the bar- 
gain was that the royalty should be paid. The plaintiff was entitled to 
succeed in his action, and have an account of what was due for royalties.— 
CounseLt, Romer, QC., and Chadwyck Healey ; Moulton, Q.C., Maclean, 
Q.C., and Whinney. Soricrrons, Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, ¢ Co. ; 
Ullithorne, Currey, § Co , for Dewes, Seymour, § Wilks, Coventry. 


GROSVENOR v. WHITE—North, J., 15th November. 


Practick—Srrikine ovr Pieaprncs—** No REASONABLE Cause or Action ”’ 
—R. 8. 0., XXV., 4; XXXIV., 2. 


This was a motion by one of the defendants, under rule 4 of order 25, 
that the plaintiffs’ statement of claim might, as against him, be struck 
out, on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause of action against 
him, and that judgment might be entered for him, and the plaintiffs 
ordered to pay his costs of the action subsequently to the Ist of August, 
1889. The plaintiffs were the tenant for life under a will of a sum of 
£20,000, and her infant children, who were entitled to the fund in 
remaiuvder; the defendants were the trustees of the will. The writ was 
issued on the 3rd of July, 1889. The statement of claim was delivered on 
the 25th of October, 1889. According to the allegations contained in it, 
the £20,000 was invested by the trustees in the purchase of £19,141 19s. 8d. 
India 4 per Cent. Stock. This stock was redeemable at par on and after 
the 10th of October, 1888, upon the Secretary of State for India giving 
one year’s previous notice. In —_ 1887, the Secretary of State gave 
notice to the holders of the stock that he was prepared to grant them an 
equal amount of 34 per Cent. Stock in exchange for their holdings of 4 per 
Cent. Stock, and that those who accepted the offer would on the 6th of 
July, 1887. receive interest at 4 per cent. on their old stock up to that date, 
and also 10s. per cent. on their old stock in advance, up to the 10th of 
October, 1888, this being the difference for that period between the 
interest at the old rate and the interest at the new rate. This offer must 
be accepted by the Ist of June, 1887, and the Secretary of State announced 
at the same time his intention of giving notice to pay off at par on the 
10th of October, 1888, such of the holders of 4 per Cent. Stock as did not 
accept bis offer of conversion. This notice to pay off was subsequently 
given on the 4th of October, 1887. Both the notices were received by the 
trustees of the will, but they did not accept the offer of conversion, and 
on the 10th of October, 1888, the sum of £19,141 19s. 8d. cash was paid 
to them by the Secretary of State in pursuance of his notice to pay off the 
old stock. The trustees allowed this sum to remain in a bank uninvested 
until the 14th of May, 1889, when they invested it in some railway stocks. 
The 3} per Cent. India Stock stood in the market at a premium from the 
date ot the offer of conversion until after the 14th of May, 1889. By the 
writ in this action the plaintiffs claimed payment by the defendants to 
the tenant for life of the sum of £326 12s. 2d., the amount of the income 
which she had lost by reagon of their allowing the sum received from the 


Secretary of State to remain uninvested from October, 1888, to May, 1889 ; 
and also that the defendants should, out of their own moneys, invest in 
their names on the trusts of the will the sum of £1,818 9s. 8d., that sum 
being the difference between the £19,141 19s. 8d. and the market value 
on the 14th of May, 1889, of an equal amount of 3} per Cent. India Stoek. 
On the Ist of August, 1889, one of the defendants, who was the acting 
trustee, paid into court the sum of £326 12s, 2d. to answer the claim of 
the tenant for life in respect of loss of income, and she took it out of 
court. The statement of claim, in addition to the above facts, stated this 
payment ivto court and the taking of the money out ; it contained allega- 
tions that by the negligence of the defendants the above-mentioned 
amount of income had been lost to the tenant for life and the sum of 
£1,818 9s. 8d. had been lost to capital; and it claimed an order that the 
defendants should, out of their own moneys, invest in their names on the 
trusts of the will the sum of £1,818 9s. 8d.; the payment of costs by the 
defendants ; and further or other relief. The present motion was made 
by the trustee who had paid the money into court, the object being to 
raise the legal question whether the trustees were liable to meke good 
the alleged loss of capital. 

Nonrtu, J., refused the motion. He said that, independently of the 
loss of capital, the statement of claim disclosed a cause of action in respect 
of the income, which the defendant had by the payment ivto court 
admitted to be a good cause of action, and the question of costs remained. 
But bis lordship allowed the motion to be converted into a motion under 
rule 2 of order 34 for the decision of the preliminary question of law 
before the trial of the action, and he made an order accordingly.— 
CounsgL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Upjohn; Cozens-Hardy, QO., and 
Blgood. Soutcrrors, Clarke, Wocdcock, § Ryland ; Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. 


WOOD v. GREGORY—North, J., 16th November, 


Partition Actron—Practice—Reaquast ror Sate—Paroor or Tire at 
Hearinc—Inquiry In CHAMBERS. 


This was a partition action, in which the plaintiffs, the owners of a 
moiety of the property, the defendants being the owners of the other 
moiety and a trustee, asked for a sale. The plaintiffs asked that an 
immediate order for sale might be made, without any direction for an 
inguiry in chambers whether all the persons interested were parties to the 
action. The property was valued at £10,000. The plaintiffs were pre- 
pared with an affidavit that all the Ss ag interested were es, and 
reliance was placed on Re Stedman (W. N., 1888, p. 119) in which Kay, J., 
adopted the course now proposed. Reference was also made to Willis v. 
Willis (38 W. BR. 7), in which a similar course was taken by Ohitty, J. 

Nortu, J., declined to deviate from the ordinary —— of directing 
an inquiry in chambers. He did not regard the case before Kay, J., as an 
authority that in all partition actions the title of the parties should be 
proved in court at the hearing. Such a course might be very proper in 
simple cases, and especially if the value of the property was small. In 
the present case the title appeared to depend upon a complicated ped! * 
and the value of the property was considerable. He thought it would be 
more convenient, and more for the interest of the parties that the inquiry 
as to title should be made in chambers in the ordinary way. He gave leave 
to apply in chambers for an order for sale.—Counse., H. M. Humphry ; 
W. Baker; Oswald. Soxicrrors, Zorr §¢ Co.; W, Montgomery White; 
Chester § Co. 


Re GOLDSMID, MOCATTA v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL—Stirling, J., 
13th November. 


Ouarnity—Bravuest ror ‘* EsTaBLisHMENT’’? oF Scuoor—Morrmary anpD 
CuariraBiE Usss Act, 1888. 


In this case a question arose whether a gift of bank annuities towards 
the ‘‘establishment ’’ of a school came within the Mortmain and Charitable 
Uses Act, 1888. A testatrix, who died in 1889, by her will dated in 1885 
made the following bequest :—‘*I bequeath to F. D. Mocatta and A. G 
Henriques or other the trustees or trustee for the time being of the pro- 
jected Training or Normal School of Jewish Teachers the sum of £3,100 
New Three per Cent. Annuities standing in my name in the books of the 
Governor and Company of the Bank of England to be applied by such 
trustees towards the establishment of such normal school.’’ The testatrix 
had for some time previously to her death in contemplation the founding 
of such a school, and had received subscriptions to a large amount for that 
object which she had invested in the names of trustees. The scheme, 
however, at her death remained inchoate. The present summons was 
therefore taken out by her executors for a decision of the court whether 
the bequest was void under the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1888. 
On behalf of the trustees of the projected charity it was contended that 
the word ‘‘establishment”’ did not necessarily imply the acquisition of 
land: Re De Rosaz, Rymer v. De Rosez (33 Soxicrroxs’ Journat, 559). The 
subscriptions already received were sufficient to purchase a site for the 
school, and the bequest could therefore be carried out without the pur- 
chase of lend. Further, the gift was to an existing charity, and even 
if the particular mode directed could not be carried out, the court should 
order its application cy-pr és, 

Srrarise, J., said that the gift he was dealing with was a gift not of in- 
come but of capital. The law on the subject was well settled by the 
decision in Tatham v. Drummond (4 De G. J. & 8. 484), where Lord West- 
bury in giving judgment said: “The word ‘establishment’ involves the 
idea of putting the charity on a permanent footing. It points to the pur- 
chase of sites of land and the erection of permanent buildings, and it can- 
not be doubted that if there were no Statute of Mortmain, a bequest to 
establish a charity sach as a school or a hospital in any parish or district 





would be carried into effect by the purchase of land and the erection of 
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build thereon.”’ 
Charitable Uses Act, 1888.—CounszL, Fod ; D. 
Graham Hastings, Q.0., and Mozley. 
Hare § Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. MACONOCHIE—19th November. 


AaricutturaL Hotpinc—Cxiam ror CompensaTion—Norice or Oxamm— 
‘*DereRMINATION OF THE TENANCY’’—COvusToM OF THE CoUNTRY — 
AGRICULTURAL Houprines Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61), 8, 7. 


Application for a prohibition against the Judge of the County Court of 


Dorchester. This case raised a new question as to the meaning of the words 
‘* determination of the tenancy ” in section 7 of the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1883. The land which formed the holding was a farm of about 1,200 
acres situate in the county of Dorset, and the tenant held under a seven 
years’ lease which expired upon the 11th of October, 1888. According to 
the custom of the country he retained possession of about 200 acres of the 
holding after the expiration of the tenancy, and continued to farm that 
portion until the month of February, 1889. Within two months before 
the date of his giving up possession of these 200 acres he gave notice to 
the landlord, under section 7 of the Act, of his intention to claim com- 
ion for improvements. The landlord declined to appoint a referee, 
on the ground that the tenant’s notice ought to have been given within 
two months after the date upon which the tenancy expired according to 
the terms of the lease itself—i.¢., October 11. The tenant applied to the 
county court under section 9, sub-section (6), and the judge made an order 
appointing a referee. The landlord applied for a prohibition, and con- 
tended that to construe the section as referring to the actual surrender of 
the land and not to the expiration of the lease would give the tenant an un- 
limited time within which to give the notice, whereas the question of 
compensation to the outgoing tenant ought to be settled before the land- 
lord had to make arrangements with the incoming tenant. 

Lord Corzrinez, C.J., in giving judgment, said : The Act upon which this 
question arises relates to agricultural holdings, and was passed with full 
notice of the subject-matter and the kind of contracts with which it was 

It was well known that, according to the customs prevailing in 
different parts of the country, the determination of a tenancy would be 
ante-dated or post-dated, and the Legislature, with that knowledge, gave 
to the tenant power to give notice as to a claim for compensation “ two 
months at least before the determination of the tenancy,’”’ and it is to be 
observed that by the same section power is given to the landlord to give a 
counter-notice ‘‘ before the determination of the tenancy or within 
fourteen days thereafter.’’ I have no doubt that those words mean the 
end of the time for which, according to the contract, the tenant is holding 
the land, and the custom of the country forms a part of, and is incor- 
porated with, the contract. If the contrary construction were to prevail, 
and it were held that this notice must be given within two months after 
the expiration of the lease, the result to the landlord in this case would 
be that, as far as his remedies for waste or breach of covenant under this 
Act are concerned, he would be at the mercy of the tenant during the 
period from October to February which the tenant was holding over after 
the expiration of the tenancy. No complete notice can be given until the 
actual period of holding the land is over, and I am clear that that is the 
period to which the Act refers. Maruzw, J., concurred. Prohibition 
refused.—CounszL, Macaskie and L. Edmunds ; Odgers. Souicrrors, Young, 
Jackson, § Beard; H. L. Clutton, for Andrews, Son, § Huztable, Dorchester. 


REG. v. HARDING—19th November. 


OnvurcHWARDEN—QUALIFICATION—RESIDENCE WITHIN THE PARISH—PLACE 
or Bustness—6 & 7 Vict. c. 37, 8. 17. 


This case raised a question of importance as to the competence of 
persons holding property in, but residing without a parish, to hold the 
Office of churchwarden in that parish. A rule nisi had been obtained, 
calling on the vicar of the parish of Christ Church, Beckenham, to shew 
cause why he should not hold a new election for the purpose of filling up 
the office of people’s churchwarden for the parish. The church and dis- 
trict were constituted a district chapelry in 1875, and in 1885 became a 
parish by the operation of 19 & 20 Vict, c. 104. It was admitted 

tleman who had been elected resided outside the parish, and 
certain property within the parish—namely, a warehouse with 
it, and two stables adjoining—and that he was in the habit of 
property at intervals of two or three days. Apart from the 
the qualification of residence, it was admitted that he was a fit 
person to hold the office, and he had in fact held it for four 
in succession, It was argued on behalf of the respondent that the 
of churchwardens of new parishes, such as the present, was 
* 6 & 7 Vict. c. 37, 8. 17, and not by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 70, 8, 6, 
, although a qualification for electors was mentioned, no rule was 
down as to candidates, except that they were to be “fit and proper 
Ea. members of the United Church of Esgland and Ireland.” As to 
law as the pro- 

g to some, 


T 


vithin parish, that was enough. 

LERIDGE, O.J., said that the ete upon which this question 
was to be decided were of old standing. The intention of the New 
Parishes Acts was to create new parishes which should be treated as nearly 
as ples the old ones in legal and ecclesiastical matters. The 


The present case came within that decision, and he 
must therefore hold that the gift was void under the Mortmain and 
L. Alexander ; Ingle Joyce ; 
Soricrrons, Emmanuel d: Simmonds ; 


governed by the laws and regulations which governed the election of 
churchwardens in the old parishes before those Acts were passed. It wag 
plain that under the old law churchwardens must be resident in the parish 
and according to that rule the gentleman who had been elected in the 
present case was not a fit and proper person. It was the duty of the 
old churchwardens to attend the services of their parish church, to 
allocate pews to parishioners, to be overseers of the poor, and to perform 
many other functions which implied an intimate knowledge of the 
parish and its inhabitants and their wants. The case of Stevenson 
v. Langston (1 Haggard’s Oonsistory Reports, 379) jhad been relied 
on; but that was an ecclesiastical case decided in the Oonsistory 
Court, and the reasoning contained in the judgment would hardly have 
been approved in a court of common law even at the time when it was 
decided. But in that case the churchwarden had at least a place of 
business within the parish, and was in the habit of attending there daily. 
In the present case there was nothing that could be called a place of 
business and no regular attendance. It was not necessary to say that a 
churchwarden must be a “ resident” in the strict sense of that word, 
but mere ownership of rateable property was not enough. It was a 
question of good sense and of fact ; in many cases what was to be con- 
sidered was not where aman slept, but where he was to be found, and 
whether, by reason of his circumstances and the life which jhe led, he 
was interested in and acquainted with the affairs of the parish. This 
gentleman did not come up to that standard, and the rule for a new 
election must be made absolute. Marusw, J., concurred.—Oounss1, 
Jeune, Q.0., and Houghton ; Dibdin. Soxtcrrors, Robins, Burges, Hay, $ 
Co. ; Prideaux § Sons. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re THACKERAY’S CONTRACT*—Stirling, J. (at chambers), 18th November, 


Venpor AND PurcHAser—So.icrrors’ RemunERATION ActT—ScaLE on 
Scuepuxe 2. 


A contract for sale of freehold npg | by A. to B. contained the 
following clause:—‘* Upon payment of the balance of the purchase- 
money . . the vendor and all other necessary parties, if any, shall 
execute a proper conveyance to the purchaser, such conveyance to be pre- 
pared and completed at the vendor’s expense (inclusive of stamp duty).” 
The purchaser B. assigned the contract to O., a practising solicitor. ©. in 
due course investigated the title and prepared his conveyance, and then 
claimed to be paid the scale fee, which includes “ investigating title, and 
preparing and completing conveyance.” The vendor contended that he 
was only liable to pay the costs of preparing and completing the convey- 
ance according to schedule 2, which he estimated at £3 3s., and that the scale 
fee was not payable, because all the work had not been done under the 
contract. No doubt the purchaser had investigated the title, but all the 
vendor had agreed to pay for was the preparation and completion of the 
conveyance. The at es then issued a summons claiming a declaration 
that the vendor was liable to pay the purchaser’s costs according to the 
scale charges in schedule 1 of the General Order. 

Srre.inG, J., decided that the vendor was not bound to pay the pur- 
chaser for investigating the title, but only the costs of preparing and 
completing the conveyance according to schedule 2, and dismissed the 
summons with costs. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte SHACKLETON, Re SHACKLETON—Q. B. Div., 13th November. 


Bankruptcy—DiscuarceE—OonpitionaL OrpeErR—ConsEnt TO JUDGMENT— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s, 28, sun-sgcTion (6). 


An important decision was given in this case with reference to the 
principles as to which the court ought to be guided in imposing, as a 
condition of granting a bankrupt his discharge, that he shall consent to 
judgment being entered against him for the balance of the provable 
debte under section 28, sub-section (6), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. In 
1886 the bankrupt, who had previously acted as an assistant to his father, a 
linendraper at Madeley, in Staffordshire, took over a chemical manufactory 
which he carried on until 1888, when he was adjudicated bankrupt, the 
liabilities amounting to £4,038. On application by the bankrupt for his 
discharge, the official receiver reported that he had committed two offences 
under section 28 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, by continuing to trade after 
knowing himself to be insolvent and by entering into rash and hazardous 
speculations, and the county court judge ) ee the bankrupt his dis- 
charge only on the condition that he would consent to judgment being 
entered against him for £4,038, to remain in force until all the creditors 
roving received five in the pound on their debts, with costs, 

he bankrupt now appealed from that order, on the ground that, although 
it must be admitted that he had continued to trade after knowing himself 
to be insolvent, the case was not one in which such a condition affecting 
after-acquired property ought to have been ** it being stated that 
the bankrupt was a married man with three children and was now only in 
receipt of a salary of £150 a year. 

Tux Court (Cave and Onaruizs, JJ.) varied the order of the county 
court. Cavz, J., said that it was always a question of difliculty to deter- 

mine, where a debtor was not entitled to an absolute order of discharge, 

whether the order should be suspended, and for how long, or whether it 

should be granted subject to conditions as to after acquired-property. In 

deciding that question the court ought to have regard to public morality 
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and to the interests of the public generally, and unless the court found a 
man in 2* of an income, derived from his earnings or otherwise, which 
was more than suiicient to keep his family in the enj it of the 
ordinary necessities of life according to their station, or unless it was satisfied 
that he was likely to succeed to property, it was not a wise thing to grant 
an order subject to a condition — after-acquired gag A The 
court ought to be careful that it did not, by a condition of that kind, do 
away with the motive which a man had for exertion to work in his calling, 
which was a good thing for the public generally. If such a burden were 
put upon a man that he could have no hope of bettering his position, he 
would not make the effort, and few men were more easily depressed than 
the class of men who became bankrupt. If the condition was imposed on 
the debtor in the sag we case that he must consent to judgment, the 
result would probably be to discourage him from attempting to improve 
his position, and it might lead him into evil courses, and so make his posi- 
tion worse both for himself and the public. Under those circumstances it 
did not seem to be a case in which such a condition ought to be imposed, 
but at the same time it was quite clear that the discharge must be 
suspended. The bankrupt had been guilty of trading after knowledge of 
insolvency, and when 2 man had that knowledge his plain duty was to call 
his creditors together and leave them to decide whether he should go on or 
not. The court also could not shut its eyes to the rash and reckless 
manner in which the bankrupt had entered into a business of which he 
knew very little and on which he bestowed little care and attention. A 
proper order would be that the discharge should be suspended for three 
years from the date of the order of the county court. Cuaruszs, J., con- 
curred.—Oounszi, B. C. Willis, Q.0O., and Hextall; Muir Mackenzie. 
Soicrtors, Warriner § Kinch, for Stone, Derby; The Solicitor tothe Board of 
ade. 


Ez parte WEBBER, Re WEBBER—Q. B. Div., 15th November. 


BankRuPTCY—RkEcEIvING OrpER—AprpPEAL—Norticg To OFFictAL RECEIVER 
—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 5—Banxruptcy Rurzs, 1886, x. 130. 


This case raised an important question with reference to the duty 
imposed upon a debtor who appealed against a receiving order, of serving 
the offi receiver with notice of the appeal. On May 22, 1889, a 
receiving order was made against the debtor in the Barnstaple Oounty 
Court, from which he appealed, but a preliminary objection was then 
taken by the petitioning creditor that notice of the ap had not been 
served on the official receiver, and that the appeal could not, therefore, be 
contended that, under the present practice, the official 


heard, it bein 
made a party to an appeal against a receiving order, just 


receiver must 


as, under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, notice of appeal from a refusal to | ¢ 


annul the adjudication had to be given to the trustee. As there appeared 
some doubt, however, whether the official receiver had in fact been served 
or not, the case was ordered to stand over for two days for f of ser- 
vice to be given, and the official receiver now appeared and a further 
preliminary objection that the ap was out of time, it being stated 
that the receiving order was dated May 22, and that it was not until June 
18, after the lapse of the twenty-one days allowed, that even an informal 
notice was given to the official receiver that the debtor intended to dispute 
the order. On behalf of the debtor it was argued that the official 
receiver, not being an essential party to the appeal, need not be served 
with notice, and also that by appearing and filing an affidavit he had cured 
any irregularity which might have taken place. The debtor further 
asked that, in any event, the time might be extended. 

Tue Oourr (Oave and Oxnaruzs, JJ.) sustained the objection. Cavs, 
J., said that it was clear that the official receiver was a party to every 
application to rescind a receiving order. The effect of a receiving order 
was to stop all the creditors from pursuing their ordinary remedies against 
a debtor, and when the receiving order was made and the official receiver 
became official receiver, he represented the whole of the creditors, and was 
the only person who could bring the creditors before the court in one 
person. The receiving order was not made for the benefit of the peti- 
tioning creditor only, but for the benefit of all the creditors. This was 
really not the first time the court had expressed its opinion on the sub- 
ject, for the case of Re Fletcher, Ex parte Fletcher (4 Morrell’s Bank- 
ruptcy Cases, 113) was a decision to the effect that in such a case the 
official receiver was a necessary party and ought to have notice. In the 
present case the debtor did not give notice, and that being so the case of 
Lx parte Ward, Re Ward (15 Oh. D. 292) wasan authority that the 
appeal must be dismissed. The only doubtful question in the case was 
whether the time ought to be extended or not, and the court had come 
to the conclusion that it ought not to do so. The receiving order was 
made on May 22, and it was not until June 18 that even an informal 
notice was given to the official receiver, but beyond this the debtor had 
made no effort to bring.on his case for hearing at an earlier period, 
although he had an opportunity of doing so, and although it was an 
appeal against a receiving order, which ought to be determined as soon 
as possible. A debtor could not thus neglect his opportunities and then 
come and ask that the rules of law might be relaxed in his favour. 
Onartes, J., concurred.—CounseL, Jacobs; Herbert Reed; Hindmarsh. 
Soxicrrors, Church, Rendell, § Co., for A. F. Seldon, Barnstaple ; Morice, 
Toller, 4 Blakesley, for Toller § Roberts, Swansea. 








We are informed that there will before Christmas be an election b 
the Council of * Education to the Professorships in Equity an 
Common Law. The Council will be glad to receive, on or before the 
7th of December, at the office of the Council at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 
the names of any gentlemen who are desirous of being appointed, to- 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


November 18—Mr. Common in the chair.—Mr. J. 8. Green movéd 
‘*That the decision of the House of Lords in the case of Derry v. Peek is 
to be regretted.“ Mr. P. Strickland o , and the following gentle- 
men also spoke :—Messrs. J. L. V. S. Williams, H. H. Ge 
Herbert Smith, Morton Thompson, M. S. Nathan, and H. W. 

Mr. Green replied, and the motion having been by di it 
into two parts—viz., (1) That it is against public policy ; 2) ‘That it is 
erroneous in point of law—twelve voted for and five against (1), and nine 
for and ten against (2). 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—November 19—Mr. J. D. Crawford 
in the chair.—The debate ‘‘ That elementary education should be free”’ 
was opened by Mr. H. Holmes-Gore (member of the Bristol School Board) 
in the affirmative. He was supported by Messrs. Douglas, Nimmo, 
Harvey, Blugg, and White, and o by Mesers. W. E. Windsor, 
Atcherey, Girdlestone, Harcourt, , and . On a division 
the motion was lost by a majority of ten. There were thirty-cight 
members present. 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were, on the 18th inst., called to the Bar :— 

Lincoun’s-1nN.—Herbert Mills Birdwood, M.A., LL.M., Cambridge, one 
of the Judges of the High Court, Bombay; Ernest Gardner, sley Hall, 
Oxford; Edward Roney Forshaw, W. Oxford ; 
Clemens Cobb, B.A., Cambridge ; Arthur Charles Jenner, B.A., 
—— Edward Mackenzie Jackson, B. A., Oxford; and Rowland Ellis 

od gson. 

Inner Tzmpie.—William Stewart, Glasgow University; Sampson 
Waters, B.A., Oxford; Hugh Percy Hill, B.A., Oxford; the Hon. Patrick 
Lyon, B.A., Cambridge ; inald Robert Sadler Waraker, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Thomas Lane Thorne, B.A., Cambridge; Richard Somers Travers 

hristmas Humphreys, Oambridge; John Woodroffe, BA., 
Oxford; George Jekyll Phillippo, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur pn 
Gould, B.A., Oxford; Duncan M’Neill, B.A., Oxford; Gordon M’N 
Rushforth, M.A., Oxford (holder of a Scholarship in Common Law, 
awarded July, 1887); Oharles Gilbert Dewar, B.A., Oxford; Alfred 
Evelyn Slatey; Hamilton John Hulse, Oxford; Frederick Wood, B.A., 
Oxford ; Tinsley Lindley, B.A., Oambridge; James William Sleigh God- 
ding, B.A., Oxford ; Edward O'Farrell Kelly, B. A. LL.B., Cambridge ; 
Robert Armitage, B.A., Cambridge; Pestonje Sorabji Kotval, Oxford ; 
Frederick Peacock, Oxford. 

Mippte Tempis.—Albert Curtis Dulcken; Oharles Dennett Turton; 
Thomas Nickels; Hara Lal Mukerjea, F.A., Calcutta University ; Anthony 
Joseph Paulie; William Ray Lenanton, B.A., London Uni ; George 
Wreford Hudson; John Edwin Marshall; John Rooth, B.A., Trinity 
College, Oxford ; Henry Leeson Bell; Alexander Edward Barker, M.A., 
LL.B., Glasgow University ; John Barton Dore; Edward Austin Browne, 
M.A., New College, Oxford; John Patrick M’Oleland; William St. 
Quentin Leng, B.A., LL.B.; Humphry Nelson; Major Anthony Coulton 
Allinson; Beverley Robinson Vachell; Clement Meacher Bailhache, 
LL.B., London University ; and Griffith Jones. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Ernest Brown Bowen Rowlands, University of London 
(awarded Roman Law Studentship by the Council of Education, 
Trinity Term, 1888); Montagu —* a justice of the for Middle- 
sex and Westminster, and a deputy-lieutenant for Middlesex, vice-chair- 
man of the Middlesex County Council; and Alfred James Shorunkeh- 
Sawyerr, of Sierra Leone. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. James Murugan, barrister and advocate, LL.D., died at Edin 
on the 8th inst. Mr. Muirhead was the eldest son of Mr. Olaud Muir- 
head, of Edinburgh, and was engaged for a few years in a merchant's 
office at Leith. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1857, and he was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates 
in Scotland in the same year. In 1862 he was —— professor of civil 
law in the University of Edinburgh, and he held that office till his death. 
He was an advocate depute from 1874 till 1880, and sheriff of Chancery 
from 1881 till 1886, when he was appoin sheriff of S 
Dumbartonshire, and Clackmannanshire. Mr. Muirhead had pe 
an edition of Gaius, and he wrote the article ‘‘ Roman Law” for the 
**Encyclopedia Britannica.” He was an honorary LL.D. of the 
University of Glasgow, and an honorary member of the Juridical Society 
of Berlin. He was married in 1857 to the youngest daughter of Mr. 
George Eastlake, of Plymouth, and he leaves one daughter. 


Mr. Gores Francis Rrprrorp, solicitor (of the firm of ——— 
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Haines, & Sumner), of Gloucester, died on the 6th inst. Mr. Rid 
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was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and he practised at Gloucester in 
partnership with Mr. John Pleydell Wilton Haines and Mr. Reginald 
Philip Samner. He had been for several years registrar of the 
Gloucester Oounty Court (Circuit No. 53), and he was also county 
treaturer for Gloucestershire and district registrar under the Judicature 
Acts. Mr. Riddiford was buried on the 9th inst. 


Mr. Ronert Percn, solicitor, of Kirbymoorside, died on the 5th inst. at 
the age of seventy-four. Mr. Petch was admitted a solicitor in 1837, and 
he bad for over fifty years a large practice at Kirbymoorside. He was till 
recently clerk to the North Riding Magistrates and to the Commissioners 
of Taxes at Kirbymoorside, both which posts are now held by his son, Mr. 
Jobn Petch, who was admitted a solicitor in 1883 


Mr. Witt1am Simpson, solicitor, of Malton and Helmsley, died on the 
8th inst. at the age of seventy-four. Mr. Simpson was the son of Mr. 
Alfred Simpson, solicitor, of Malton, and was admitted a solicitor in 1837. 
He was a perpetual commissioner for the North and East Ridings of 
Yorkshire, and he had an extensive private practice. He was for over 
twenty-five years clerk to the magistrates for the Malton and Buckross 
Divisions, and he was also for many years clerk to the Commissioners of 
Taxes, registrar of the Helmsley County Court (Circuit No. 15), and clerk 
to the Muston and Yedington Drainage Commissioners. 


Mr. Joun James Rerp, advocate, Queen’s Remembrancer for Scotland, 
died at Edinburgh on the 10th inst. from pleurisy. Mr. Reid was the 
eldest son of Sir James John Reid, Ohief Justice of the Ionian Islands, and 
brother of Mr. Robert Threshie Reid, Q.C., M.P. He was educated at 
Cheltenham College and at Trinity Coliege, Cambridge. He was 
admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1870. In 
1880 he was appointed an advocate depute, and in the following year he 
was a a Queen’s Remembrancer for Scotland. Mr. Reid was for 
several years honorary treasurer of the Scottish Historical Society. He 
leaves a widow and two sons. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Srantgy Wr111am Woon, solicitor, of Southam, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Bishops Itchington School Board. Mr. Morgan was admitted 
a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Joun Fietcuer Mourrox, Q C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Middle Temple. 


Mr. Freperick Mgapows Wuire, Q,C., has been elected a member of 
the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting, in succession to the late Sir 
John Blossett Maule, Q O. 


Mr. Ducato Wiriut1am Barrett Tayter, solicitor (of the firm of Bell & 
Tayler), of Southampton, has been appointed a Commissioner to ad- 
minister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Me. Ricnarp Writs, solicitor (of the firm of Williams, Gittins, & 
Taylor), of Newtown, has been elected Coroner for the Newtown District 
of Montgomeryshire. Mr. Williams has been for several years deputy- 
coroner for the district. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and he is 
also clerk to the Newtown and Llanidloes Boards of Guardians, the New- 
town Highway Board, and the Llandinam School Board. 


Mr. Henry Auper Perms, solicitor (of the firm of Willoby & Peters), 
of Berwick-upon-T'weed, has been elected Sheriff of the town and county 
of the town of Berwick-upon-Tweed for the ensuing year. Mr. Peters 
was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Arnravk Henry Hatrorp, solicitor, of Worcester, has been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Halford 
was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Josspx Aynstzy Davinson Surptey, jeolicitor and notary (of the 
firm of Hoyle, Shipley, & Hoyle), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Shipley 
was admitted a solicitor in 1862. 


Mr. James Frepzricx Symonps, solicitor, of Hereford, has been elected 
an Alderman for that city. Mr. Symonds is clerk of the peace for Here- 
fordshire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1841. 


Mr. Hznny Pero, barrister, has succeeded to a baronetcy on the death 
of his father, fir Samuel Morton Peto. Sir H. Peto was born in 1840. 
He is an M.A. of Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1867. He was formerly a 
member of the Home Circuit. 


au sage gee ag eee (of the firm of Benson & Richardson), 
Wigton a patria, en appointed Clerk to the Aspatria and 
Brayton School Board. Mr. Richardson was admitted a solicitor in 1885, 


Mr. Vuatax Simex Rackuas, solicitor (of the firm of Cooks & Rack- 
ham), of Norwich, has been appointed Under-sheriff of that city for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Rackham was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Hewry Fixivixc, solicitor, of Canterbury, has been appointed 
Under-Sherff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Fielding was 
admitted a solicitor in 1886. 


Mr. Anruvr Henny Emanvet, solicitor, of Southampton, has been 
ted Under-Sheriff of the town and county of the town of 

ba thampton for the ensuing year. Mr, Emanuel was admitted a solicitor 
Mr. Less Knowrzs, barrister, M.P., has been a — Honorar 
Secretary to the Guinness Trust for the Housing J the Poor. Mr. 
Knowles is the eldest son of Mr. John Knowles, of Pendlebury, Lanca- 


— — 









shire. He was educated at Rugby and at Trinity College, Cambridg, 
He was called to the bar at Tincoln’s-inn in November, 1882, and jy! 
has tised in the Chancery Division, being also a member of thy 
2 Circuit. Mr. Knowles was elected M.P. for the Western Divj, 
sion of the Borough of Salford in the Conservative interest in July, 188%, 
and he is private secretary to the President of the Locel Governmey 
Board. 


Mr. Joun Henperson Bzac, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff, 
Substitute at Greenock. 


Mr. Rau Danret Maxinson Litrizr, Q.C., chairman of the Middle. 
sex Quarter Sessions and of the Middlesex County Council, has bee, 
appointed a Deputy- Lieutenant for Middlesex. 


Mr. AnprEw Cuarizs Hauwert, solicitor, of Southampton, has been 











appointed a Oommissiover to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of monthe y- 
Judicature. oe tion 

Mr. Cuartes Francis Hock, solicitor, of No. 1, Connaught-road, and 73 of 
Harlesden, N.W., and Euston Station, has been appointed a Commissioner 60 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. in the cou 

Mr. Atrrep Conyers Cuampney, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been actions & 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of — es 
Judicature. Mr. Champney was admitted a solicitor in 1880. = 

considera 
A delit 
LEGAL MAYORS, of the N 

Mr. Ricuarpson Pez xz, solicitor, of Durham, has been elected Mayor of Northern 
that city for theensuing year. Mr. Peele is the son of Mr. Edward Peele, of 
solicitor, of Durham. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and he is = 
secretary to the Bishop of Durham, chapter clerk of Durham Cathedral, a 6e ne 
and clerk to the governors of the University of Durham and to the arm >I 
Durham School Board. sea 

Mr. FREELAND Fruits, solicitor, of Wareham and Swanage, hss been avd was 
elected Mayor of the borough of Wareham for the ensuing year. Mr, West H 
Filliter is also recorder of Wareham and a borough magistrate, and clerk the door 
to the Commissioners of Taxes. He was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and when A 
he is in partnership with his son, Mr. George O'avell Filliter, town clerk revolver 
of Wareham. the lef 

Mr. Tuomas Luovp, solicitor (of the firm of Price & Lloyd), of Lam- who w 
peter, Tregaron, and Llanbyther, has been elected Mayor of the borough his bloc 
of Lampeter for the ensuing year. Mr. Lloyd was admitted a solicitor in the po 
1872. He is clerk to the Lampeter School Board. racers 

Mr. Henry Fraser Curwen, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the — 
borough of Workington for tbe ensuing year. Mr. Ourwen is the eldest Condit 
son of Mr. Edward Stanley Curwen, of Workington Hall. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1864. He is a magistrate 
and Deputy-Lieutenant for Cumberland. 

Mr. Joun Evsrace Grusse, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the 
borough of Southwold for the ensuing year. Mr. Grubbe is the second son 
of Mr. John Grubbe, of Horsendon, Buckinghamshire. He was educated 
at Eton and at Trinity College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1841. He is a magistrate for Suffolk D 
and Southwold. 

Mr. Zacnarny Epwarps, barrister, has been elected Mayor of the Mond: 
borough of Lyme Regis for the third year in succession. Mr. Edwards is Wedn 
the eldest son of the Rev. Zachary James Edwards, Rector of Combe Pyne, Thurs 
Devonshire. He was educated ai Sherborne School, and was formerly — 
scholar of Wadham College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
Classics in 1861. He wae called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity 
Term, 1865, and formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. Mr. ‘ 
Edwards is a magistrate for Lyme Regis, and he has also been elected one fons 
of the borough aldermen. Wed 

Thur 
Frid: 
GENERAL, Satu 

Judge Barber, while sitting at Ilkeston on Tuesday, is reported to have 
said that he was shocked at the amount of perjury which went on at these 
courts, and he was determined to make an example of the first clear case 
he could get. 

On Monday Professor von Gneist, the well-known writer on English 
constitutional law and kindred subjects, celebrated the fiftieth anniversary 
of his connection as teacher with the University of Berlin. By his own 
faculty the professor was presented with an address, while congratula- AB 
tions also reached him from several foreign countries, including England. x. 

While crossing Northumberland-avenue on Tuesday morning, on his q 
way to the Special Commission, Mr. Justice Day was knocked down by a § 
paseing cab. The wheels of the vehicle passed over one of his legs, but, t 
beyond the shaking, he escaped without serious injury. After being seen Dr 
by a surgeon, the learned judge proceeded to the Royal Courts and took L 
his seat im the Special Commission Court. 2 * 

At the Old Bailey, on Thursday last, in the case of William Quinn, D 
indicted upon an inquisition held by the City Coroner, Mr. Justice | 
Hawkins said the depositions were so badly written that they were utterly G 
illegible and unintelligible. There were all sorts of abbreviations and 
interlineations, none of the latter being initialled; and, in fact, it was 
almost impossible to point out all the defects. The depositions were as G 
bad as they could be, and he must have a copy of them which he could 
read before he would take the case. J 





A really important and authoritative dictum, says the 8¢. James's Gazette, 
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— 
has proceeded from the judicial bench. Mr. Commissioner Kerr has laid 
nad ar that “‘ nobody is obliged to use cigarettes or tobacco (mark the 
i tle en) ; and it would be better for them (? nobody) not to do 
go.” That is one of the reasons why he always makes orders for payment 
for tobacco ‘‘down on the nail,’’ as he puts it. It seems a very good 
reasoD—80 good that it is superfluous to atk for the others. But if the 
smoker is to be punished, why is an advantage to be given to the trades- 
man who supplies him with material for his immoral dissipations ? 


Tbe manner in which the county courts throughout the country relieve 
the High Oourt of a large part of its work is shewn by a return which has 
just been made to an address of the House of Commons for ‘‘the number 
of actions and issues remitted by the High Court of Justice to the several 
county courts in England and Wales, and tried by them, in the six 
months ended June 30, 1889.” These cases are now remitted under 
sections 65 and 66 of the County Oourts Act, 1888, which came into 

ration on January 1 of this year. Altogether 687 actions of contract 
and 73 of tort have been remitted under these sections, of which 488 and 
60 respectively have been actually tried out. Every county court circuit 
in the country has tried a greater or smaller number of these remitted 
actions; the judge at Marylebone alone had 65 sent to him, the judge at 
Westminster 56, at Bloomsbury 57, and at Clerkenwell 51. "These are the 
largest numbers, but all the judges in London districts have had a very 
considerable number. 


A deliberate attempt to murder Mr. Samuel B. Bristowe, Q.C, judge 
of the Nottingham County Court, was made on Tuesday at the Great 
Northern Station, Nottingham, by William Edward Arnemann, an 
artificial teeth manufacturer of that town. Arnemann, who is a 
native of Germany, had sued a person in the county court for the value of 
a set of teeth. The case was heard on Tvesday afternoon before his 
honeur, who nonsuited the plaintiff. Judge Bristowe’s custom is to leave 
Nottingham by the 5.40 Great Northern train for his residence at West 
Hallam, in Derbyshire. He went to the station as usual on Tuesday evening, 
and was followed, unobserved, by Arnemann. The latter also booked for 
West Hallam and followed him on to the platform. An attendant opened 

the door of a first-class carriage, into which the judge was about to step, 
when Arnemann rushed up from behind, and, pulling out a six-chambered 
revolver, fired at his honour’s back. The bullet entered two inches below 
the left shoulder, and the judge fell moaning to the ground. Porters 
who were about at once seized Arnemann, who Pade all. yg **T have had 
his blood ; I wish I may have killed him.’’ He was then handed over to 


the police. Doctors were summoned, and the judge was removed in an 
unconscious condition to a waiting-room. Soon afterwards he rallied 
slightly and was conveyed to the General Hospital. Subsequent accounts 
up Zone morning give an encouraging report of the judge’s 
condition. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
APPEAL 


Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
+ 25 Mr. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. Rolt 
26 Beal Ward y 
Pemberton Rolt 
Ward 




















WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRripay, Nov. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN we gery 


ABERDARE TIN PiaTE Co, Limrrep—North, J, has fixed Nov 25, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the pe Ba of an official liquidator 
BaRTON UPON HUMBER AND a ISTRIOT WATER 00, Ln tors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 21, to send hames and addresses, and the par- 
—— of their debts or claims, to John Sawyer, 3, saci pl. London 
ba 7 —2— Jan 14, at 12, is appointed for hearing an d adjudicating upon 





DEFRIES it, Om Oo, Lumrep-Stirling, J, has fixed 
Nov 26 26, at 12, at his chambers, for the uppointment of an official liquidator 
DENARO GOLD Mininc Co, Liwitrp—Petn for winding w 538 presented Nov 11, 
d to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Nov 23 Chinery & Co, 


Brabant ct. solors for petner 
DvurHAM Sart Co, Mita ebee Sued Nov 8, o8 12, at his chambers, 


LIMITED - Chitty. 
for the ap) intment of an official {i 
tors are — or before Deo 24, to send their 


———— 
names an 


addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to James 
Drayson phan Norris, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill Montagu, 
Bucklers! , solor for squideter 
GEORGE NEAL & BD—B = an order made by North, J, dated Nov A. it 
was ordered that the nompany wound up Chave & Ohave, Bishopsgate st, 
solors for — 
———— & Knewstvus. Liuirep - Petn for winding —T Nov 12, directed 
to be heard before North, J, on Nov 23 Oolyer, Wych Strand, solor for 


MAYHEW's PATENT — 
METROPOLITAN COAL 


FEEDER Oo, ED ~Kay, J, has fixed Monday, 

Nov 25. at 12, at his chambers, for the ———— of an official liquidator 
CONSUMERS’ a — — for win up. 
resented Nov 13, directed to before Kay, J, on Nov 23 Li 


be y & 
fooler, Old Jewry poe ta solors for petners 
EXTENSION GOLD MININ ne, Oo, Lamrrep—By an osder made by 


SHEBA REEF ON 
Stiring: J, dated Nov U1, it was ordered that the —— be wound up G 





borg & ‘Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus, solors 
THe Owm 1 LLEFRITH Oo LIMITED —-Oreditors are —— or before Jan 2, to 
bah their names and addresses, and the of tneir debts oF claims, to 
William Ruthven, 25, Bury st, 8t Mary Whittington & Co, Bishopsgate 
st — — for liqui 
a OLME Miri M ey -y are — 22 or 


ANUFACTURING Co, LIMITED: 
before Dec 4, to send their names and addresses, 
debts or Woodcock & Sons, West’ View. eS cineden, —* for 


liquidators 

WILTSHIRE BREWERY Co. Limitep—Creditors are r on or before Dec 6, 
$0 Wil iam EL — saleall st Friday, De try appointed 

e ann ec 1 » 18 aD 

for hearing an: 1 eajudioatine 5 Basingal and claims 

WOLVERTON, STONY STRATFORD, AND DISTRICT TRAMROADS Liurrep —North 
J, ed Wednesday, Nov ‘a7, at 12, at ¢ his chambers, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


BristoL ATHENZUM—Petn for win resented Nov 14, directed to 
heard before Kay, J, on Nov yy Bs Chancery lane, agent for Kine, 


Bristol. solor for petners 
NEWFOUNDLAND CONSOLIDATED CoPpPER MininG Co-—Chitty, J. has fixed Nov 26, 

at —— 2 his —— for the appoi atment of an official quidator 
BENEFIT BUILDING —Chitty, J, has fixed Tues- 


PERMANENT 
day, — 26, at 12, at his pb for the appointment of an —X liquida- 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Fourness REGENERATIVE Lamp Co, Luwtrep—By an order made by the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated Oct 81, it was ras ordered that the —3 winding up of the 


company be continued Cobbeti Manchester, solors for 
FRIENDLY SOOCIETIE3. 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Socrnty oF DIFFERENT TRADES AND ARTIFICERS, Black a Moor’s Head, Riviag- 
ton, Chorley, Lancaster Nov 12 

London Gagette.—TussDAY, Nov. 19. 

JOINT —25 COMP. 
YY. 

—28 Go, LimirEp ~Credito tors are uired, on or before 


req 
and the particulars of their debts or 
Chatham Norman & S:igant, Chat- 


Luorep—Kay, x has fixed a rn Nov 


appointment of an official li — 
NDON RESTAURANTS, —— — uired, on or ore Dee 7, to 

send their names and addresses, their debts 

Moore & Gordon, 67, Lincoln's i ion —— sa, > Dec 13, at 11, is —* = 

hear and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


MONTE CHRISTO GOLD MINES, an order made by y Gtisting, J, 
Nov 9, it was ordered that the company Le wound up Julius, Fins EY 


solor for petners 
jUGLAS Exxctric Co, LIMITED - —2 are pion, om on =) —22 


Dousx s PATENT FIRE CHECK 

eo 24, to send thelr names an addresses, 
claims, to George Pe per, 6, Lhe Paddock, 
ham, solors for liqui 

HENRY’s GREAT INDIAN iincepras, L 
Le at 11.80, at his chambers, for the 


eee $e Maenr bre Benford Mo —— 18, at 11, is wane 
ve, onday, Jan ap 
hearing and ——— upon the debts and claims : 
NLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
* Street TRAMWAYS Oo Pets tor winding up, ted Nov 16, directei to 
cents for Holden & Go: for posuere. evn" 
agen or en * upop ors 
TAUNTON COLLEGIATE InstrruTION—Kay, J, has fixed Wednesday, 


WESLEYAN ed 
Nov 27, at 12, at his chambers, R the Sopainement of an bftoial liquidator 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
IN CHANCERY. 
SAMUEL SHA Co, LIMITED —Petn ton winding up, presented Nov 16, directed 
to be Sony at ese ——— Hall, Liverpool, on Thursday, Nov 28 "Layton & Co, 
Liverpool, solors for petner 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLArM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 19. 
Harpy, HERBERT CAREY, —— 7 Gonacie, 8 ——— Esq. Dec 20. Hardy v 
Hardy, Stirling, J. Evans & Co, — — 
UNDER 22 & 23 33 VICT. CAP, 35- 
Last Day oF OCLarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 8 
Barss, GrorGE, Nottingham, Slater. Nov 30. Elborne, Nottingham 
ee ingley Thornton, Bradford, Farmer. Dec 6. Weatherhead & Son, 
mW, Hill Top, Bradford, Geat. Dec 6. Weatherhead & Son, 
Brown, Bingley JOHN, . Kentish Town, ~ Captain in the 
Mercantile Marine. Dec 1. AB BR, 
Burrows, THoMASs, Romford rd, West Ham, Bout Maker. Deo 9. Sedgwick, 


Stratford 
Burt, ELizaBetu, Dorking, Surrey. Dec 5. Carr, High Holbern 


BUTTERWORTH, JOHN, Rochdale, Gent. Deoll. Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Canter, WILLIAM, Liverpool. Dec 7. Anthony & Imlach, Liverpool 
CopHaM, JouN, Liverpool, Restaurant Proprietor. Dec 21. Norris & Sons, 


Dax, Lavinia Louis, Cariton hill, St John’s Wood. Jan 7, Oaddy, Chancery 
Gowrms, Oe — Lrongt, ‘Trowse Newton, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec is. Miller & 
HARTLEY Joe, Romiley, Chester, Mill Manager. Dec 7. F. & T. Drinkwater, 
HInDie, JOHN, Shipley, Yorks, — Be of Weaving Department. Deo 
Huspeiasen: ooatas, enthepenah, Ladin, Deo 16. Linklater & Oo, 





Bond ct, Walbrook 
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— — —— nr Herne Bay, Kent, Ooal Merchaut. Dec 16. Dubois 

cras | 

JENKINSON, BETSY, Blackpool. Dec 31. Ascroft, Preston 

MEEHAN, ISABELLA, Albert pk, Bristol. Dec19. Glyde, Bristol | 

Muzpmay, Epmunp Ceci HENRY ARUNDEL St. JoHN, Arma house, Onslow 
Dec 9. 


—* = Dec 6. Johnson & Co, Austin Friars 

Prtwoop, . Bezkton, Essex, Licensed Victualler’s Manager. 
Bedgwick, Str Stratford 

PoRTAL, ARD BEDWELL, Daventry House, Upper Tooting, Esq. Jan 15. 

Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 


SCANTLEBURY, EDWARD, Tavistock rd, Westbourne park, Paddington, Esq. 
Dec 28, Stileman & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 
Smrrson, Miny, West Boldon, Durham. Dec9. Stockdale, ‘Sunderland 


THORNTON, JANE, Bath. Nov 30. Turner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tuss, ANNA, Ryde, I W. Dec9. Vincent, Ryde 

Watiineton, THomas, Latchford, Chester, Merchant. Dec 31. 
Woods, Warrington 


Wuairworrz, MARTIEA, Leeds. Dec9. Ford & Warren, Leeds 
WooLFaLL, RicHarp, Leominster, Hereford, Gent. Dec 19. Gregg, Leominster 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 12. 
— GEORGE, Meathop, Westmoreland, Yeoman. Nov 30. Tyson, Dalton 


ess 

BarTcHEtor, JounN, Tonbridge, Gent. Dec 21. Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Brownroor, THoMAs, Leeds, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Jan 1. Hewson, 
Leeds 

CLARE, SARAH, Grappenhall, nr Warrington. Dec2!, Davies & Co, Warrington 

— THomas, Withington, Lancs, Gent. Jan 31. Crofton & Craven, Man- 


ester 
Day, Dr. Grorce Hickt&, Harrogate. Dec 9. Turner & Low, King st, Cheapside 
DakvitL, Jon Wri11AM, Watford, Herts, Builder. Jan 1. Sedgwick & Oo, 


Ashton & 


Watfor 
Down. — ‘REOINALD BEAUCHAMP, Bristol. Dec 3i. Gellatly & Warton, Lom- 
rd 
Finca, JOHN, Inkford Brook, King’s Norton, Wores, Gent. Dec 31. Harding & 





Son, Birmin ingham 
Foot, MartTua, bury. Dec 7. Clarke & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


— Saran, Much Woolton, Lancs. Dec 24. Thornely & Cameron, Liver- 


Hancasaves, ERNEST, elon, nr Tonbridge, Esq. Dec 7, Tathams & Pym, | 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Hakt, JOHN, Dorking, Surrey, Solicitor. Jan 8, Head, Reigate | 
Hak tLey, JosEePu, Kirkstall, Leeds, Gent. Jani. Hewson, Leeds | 
HENLEY. —* late nee in the 60th (now King’s) Royal Rifles. Dee 7. | 
llifte & Co, Bedford | 
Lx, Joun, East Blundellsands, nr Liverpool. Dec7. Sampson, Liverpool 
MAkPLIES, JAMES, Repton, Derby, Farmer. Whiston, Derby | 
Morton, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer. Nov 23. Swift, Sheffield | 
Mycock, Jo WILLIAM, a Nona le Fylde, Lancs, retired Hotel Proprietor. | 
Dec 14. — Blackpool 
NoRrTHcoTe, STAFFORD HENRY, Belgrave rd, Pimlico. Dec 20. Freeman & Son, 
Gutter lane, Cheapside 
PIERPOINT, JOHN, Warrington, Architect. Dec 31, Ashton & Woods, Warrington 
RICHARDSON, CHARLES SCHOFIELD, Dursley, Glos, Doctor of Medicine. Dec 7, 
ancillon, Dursl 


R on, ley 
SHELMERDINE, ANN, Norbury, Chester. Dec 10. Grundey, Stockport 
EFURR. EMANUEL, Bowling, Bradford. Jan7. Hutchinson & Son, Bradford 


Towse, WiLL1AM BEcEWITH, Fishmongers’ Hall, London Bridge, Clerk to the 
Fishmongers’ Co. Jan1. ener & Benwell, George yard, Lombard 


street 
VAUGHAN, ANN, Pledhow gdns, —— Kensington. Dec 21. Pritchard & Co, 
Painters’ Hall, Little frinity lan 
Nov 23. Swift, 


Ww CHARLES HERBERT Sheffield, Commercial Traveller. 
——— — 
_— & Johnson, Bradiord | 


WoopHEAD, Marrua, Acomb, Yorks. Dec 12. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 
ASHBURTON, Baron, Rt Hon ALEXANDER HUGH, Bath House, Piccadilly. | 
Dec 10. Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
— GEoRGE, Belair, Bromley Cofamon, Kent. Dec 30. Latter & Willett, | 


| Roxpson, 


informati Zz, 
Lu 









ATKINS, JOHN, Newport, Mon. Deci5. Dauncey, Newport, Mon 


BooTrHRoyD, WiiL1amM, Ashton under Lyne, Iron Worker. Dec 7. Po 
Ashton under Lyne 

CLARKSON, OLARA MARIA, Wakefield. Dec 27. Stewart & Co, Wakefield 

CLAYTON, ANN Heworth, York. Dec27. Stewart & Co, Wakefield 


——— WILLIAM, ——— pl, Earl st, Kensington. Jap 1. Shoepheardsg 


Bird, King st, Kensingt 
CoMAN, TrHoOMAS J. OHN, Coltishall, Norfolk, Grocer. Dec 31. Palmer, Norwig 


ORAUFURD, GEORGE PONSONBY, Bedford Hotel, Covent Garden. Dec14. Wal 
& Co, Theobaid’s rd, Gray’s inn 
s— = REUBEN, Wellingore, nes, Sheepdipper. Dec 31. Andrew & Trott 
Words 


FORBES, — High Clere, Sydenham, Kent, Gent. Feb 13. 
W son, Manchester 

ae OHARLES ROBERT, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Saddler. Dect. Rutterg 

—y hm Bognor, Sussex, Decié. Staffurth, Bognor 


ter, Shaftesbury 
HARME 
— * Sopu1a, Chorley, Chester, Grocer. Jan 1. Welsh & Sons, May 
: Dec 13. Pritchard & Som 


vee a Pentonville rd, Free Vintaer. 
Davies & Co, War 


racechurch st 
a ~~ RosekRT, Lowton, Lanes, Esq., J.P. Dec 31. 
n 
HuNDLEY, Mary, St John in Bedwardine, Worcester. Dec 20. Hyde, Won 
cester 
JonEs, Lady ANN ELIZABETH, Hove, Brighton. Dec 12. Ewer, Fenchurchg 
Hort, Wrr114m LystTEr, Parliament st, Westminster, Civil Eugineer. Jan4ij, 
Blachford & Co, Abchurch lane 
Minter, JoHN EpMunD, Holland rd, Kensington, Butcher. Dec8, Sbepheard 
Bird, King st, Kensington 
WILLIAM JAMES, Scarborough, Public Auditor. Dec 16. Staffurth, 
NICOLS, — Brighton. Dece 21. Livesay & Co, Brighton 
NortH, Mary Jane, Leeds. Jani. North & Sons, Leeds 
RANEEN, GEORGE Exxio7, — grdns, South Kensington. Dec6é. Bompa 
& Co, Gt Winchester 
Rics&, JAMES, Wroxton, Aad Gent. Dec 23. Pellatt, Banbury 
RIcHAkRDS, LEwis, Abertillery, Mon. Dec 15. Dauncey, Newport, Mon 
Fari4, Francisco RIBERIO DE, Viscount DE Barros Lima, Oporto, Portugal. 


Dec 12. Harper & Battcock, Rood lane 
ROBINSON, FREDERICK JOHN, Raddlett, Bromley common, Kent, Gent. Dec %, 


, Finsbury circus 
Witi1aM, Bournemouth, Gent. Jani. Shackles & Son, Hull 


— Mane Rosina, Kensington crescent. Dec 30: Saxton & Son, Queen 
lctorla § 
SHRIVELL, Mary Ann, West st, Brighton. Dec 4. Cockburn, Brighton 


Cures, GrorGE, Southweald, Essex, Dealer. Jan 15, EF & H Landon, New 


— 


road 8 
| STEPHENSON, Paruip, Southport, Gent. Dec 20, Stephenson, Liverpool 


Tos, JOHN, Leamington, Tailor. Feb 28. Field & Sons, Leamington 
Travis, EpMUND, Rochdale, Gent. Dec 20. Standring & Co, Rochdale 


| WELIINGS, JoHN, Cedar terrace, Willoughby rd, Hampstead, Gent. Dec 12, 


Fisher & Co, Watling st 

Wuts0n, GEORGE, Newton, Manchester, Tent Maker. Dec 18, Heath & Sons, 
Manchester 

WoOODROFFE, Mary ANN, Quorndon, Leics, Dec 31. Freeth & Co, Nottingham 


WRIGHT, GEorGs, Diss, Norfolk, Gardener. Dec 4. Lyus & Son, Diss 








WAENING TO INTENDING House PurcHasEers & LESSEES.—Before — ——— or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by an expert 
= The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st , West- 


inster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[ "ADV 4 
a GooD —To p 


INVESTMENT. urchase a house by a small deposit and a monthly 
payment of from 5s. to 10s. A addition to the rent (fora period only), is one ot 
- safest and best investments to make. It requires but a small — — 

—— ——— it ote neal . — permanent income.—Apply for further 
Temperance Permanent Builiing Society, 4, 
gate hil, — Ba en 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaectte.—FRIDAY,"Nov. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Astos, JouN —— High rd, Kilburn, House 


Nov 13 Ord Novi 


Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 
KEEP, FREDERICK, 


Agent High Cou Pet Novii Ord Nov ii 
BAKER, JOSEPH — GABIBALDI, Finsbury Kriyastoy, Henry, Lower 
sqr, Butcher High Court ton, —— High 
Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 Nov 1 


ALLARD, SakaH Fiscu, Bristol, Mourning Ware- 
Bristol Pet Novii Ord Nov 11 
Bauwss, Wi1i1aM, and Herrert Barnes, High rd, 
Kilburn, Corn Dealers High Court Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 
Brexey, W, and Joseru Crospie, late of Manches- Lockwoop, Joun, Mirfield 
Ma; Pianoforte lorte Dealers Salford Pet Oct2#s Ord bury Pet Novi2 Ord 
ov 
Crack, WILLIAM hanklin, Tobacconist 
N ae ote Bet Ont Ord Nov 6 
ICHAEL, Lancaster, Piumber Preston 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 


Doss, Bensamuis, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet | 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 
FUELLING, Semaporn, London rd, Forest Hill 
— Fruiterer Greenwich Pet Nors za | ree. — 
ovs yo 
ae Davip Watter, Manchester, out of | Porrer, THOMAS, 5 
Manchester Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 12 ham Pet Nov 3 
— , CHARLES. otherwise CHARLES ADOLPHE | PowELt, ROBERT, 


LATHEU: J JAMES. 


Nov i1 


MaskHaM, JAMES, W: 
— — Pet Nov it 


Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Grims' 


FRo1s, late Kue he —— * Paris High Court | ting Pet ne 1 
Pet Sept 9 ag MAS SWAN, } oot any Fishing Boat | 
Horney, James, Gt Grimey. _C Greengrocer Gt | Owner t Y Pet Nov it 
3 ogy Nov9 Ord Nov@ is * * 
——— — — J rn, Hin SraARRnow FuLsroox, Luton, 
Na nt ov Ord ictualler Luton ‘ 


JACKSON, JOHN, — Fruit Merchant Derby Pet , 

JACKSON, THOMAS, St | a Cumberland, — 
Whitehaven Pet Novii Ord Novi 

JERVIS, ScorT, —— Devon, Gent , a 


East Hagbourne, Berks, Uarrier 
Oxford Pet Novil Ord Nov 1 


jun, Brackley, 
shire, Coaldealer Banbury 


| LecorrRe, ABRAHAM, Brockle fom, 
High Gourt Pet Nov 13 Ord No 


LE, JAMES, Blackburn, Sheamaber Blackburn | 
ILLER, GxORGE, Great Grims 


*r bacconist Not | Bristol 
ottingham, To oe | Buns, W 


Rupp, Tomas, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely, Cantab 
—— Peterborough Pet Nov 11 Ord 
ov il 
| SANDERSON, ELIZABETH, Repeat, Devon, Widow 
| Exeter PetNovii Ord Novi 
SENIOR, EpwAakD, Bradford, Glass hake Bradford 
Pet Novii Ord Nov it 
— FREDERICK, Grafton st, Tottenham Court 
» Fishmonger High Qourt Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Ona Nov 12 
SHaw, THomas FRANCIS, and JoHN MorGAn. Plough 
Northampton- ct, ioe at, Printers High VUourt Pet Nov 7 
et Nov ll Ord | Ord Nov 
SLACK, Joum, New Basford, Notts, Grocer Notting- 
ham Pet Novii Ord Noyit 
STEVENS, JOHN SAMUEL, Head Stone Farm, Pinner, 
Farmer St Albaos Pet Nov i2 Ord Nov 12 
SUMMERSOALE, ALFRED, Garforth, Yorks, Contractor 
Wakefield’ Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 


Phillimore pl, Kensing- 
vourt Pet Aug 26 Ord 


Perfumer 


Yorks, , Dews- | 
ov 12 


en, Lancs, Tailor 

Ord Nov 12 TUNNICLIFF, Mr Burslem, Stas Tailor Bur- 
S8CX, — Labourer slem Pet Nov il Ord Nov 1 

Ord Nov WATTLEY, Sidmouth, —— Buildor and 





CHARD, 
Coal Merchant Exeter Pet Nov ii Ord Nov ti 
EEKES, Henry SinnorH, Walton on Thames, 
Baker Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 12 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BALLARD, SaRnan Fivon, Bristol; Mourning Ware- 
| houseman Dec4 at 12.00 Off Re ¢, Bank chmbrs, 


ILLIAM, Stanley pk, Litherland, Lancs, 

tile Clerk Nov 265 at 280 Off Re tec, 35, 

Victoria st, pfegepoe ool 

— Joun, Woolpit, Suffolk, Brickmaker’s Kore- 

ox, Ta Bed * Nov 22 at 12 12, Off Heo, Ips vich ‘i 
‘et Nov u r YDEN, ALFRED, olchester, utcher 

Nov 23 at 10.45 " Townhall, Oolchester 


| WEE 
—— Great | 


iby Pet Novi Ord Nov 12 
‘enchure’ 
ot Nov 12 Ord Nov 


° "Merchant High | 
Notts — Notting- 


Ord | 


SEI 
sn 
SN 


Ti 


Bee. 


35 1889, 


6c 7. Po 


‘akefield 
ld 
Shepheardy 


1er, Norwig 
eci4, Wah 


few & Trott 
13, Wow é 
71. Ruttery 


Sons, Map 
hard & Som 
& Co, Wa 
Hyde, Won 


‘enchurch g 
eer. Jani, 


Shepheard 
Staffurth 


6. Bompa 


on 

» Portugal, 
nt. Dec x, 
1 

lion, Queen 
on 

don, New 


01 
; 


- Dec1g, 
h & Sons, 
tingham 


lasing or 


nonthly 
| One of 
nditure 
further 
lety, 4, 


lantah 
Ord 


Vidow 
sdford 


Court 
| Ord 


lough 
Nov 7 


iting- 
nner, 
: 
ctor 
dur- 
and 
Vil 


nes, 
Ord 


ire- 
brs, 


\C8, 
35, 


[C- 
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i =— 
ARTHUR, Oross Islington, Grocer Nov 

aa agi? Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincolt’s fan 
Onack, WILLIAM Henry, Shanklin, I W, Tobacconist 

Nov23at11 H chmbrs, Newport, I W 
CooK, I Bowie G 58 eon. —— Farmer Nov 23 at 
Co — — — oe — —— Baker Nov 

99 at 11 388, Carey lane, Lincoln’s i 

» Hammersmith, 


OrazE, HENRY JOHN, St Peter’ss 
— —— Traveller Nov 26 at 2.30 33, 
co! 


C20cKek, HENRY JONAS, Aylesbury, Piasterer Nov 27 
at 2” 1, aed — s, Oxford 

DALLY, — rd, Old Ford, Draper Nov 
96 at 12 tcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Drxow, J Taos oo dleton, nr Leeds, Farmer Nov 

— tf Reo, 22 22, Park row, Leeds 
EW. =x WILLIAM, Fornham All faa 
Suifolk. Wheelwright Nov 28at 11.45 Guildhall 


Bury 8t Edmunds 
ce) Henry, Bee Croft, Velier, — 
Nov 26 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Exias, OWEN 
Builder 
Liverpool 
Bitterne, Southampton, Post- 
"South- 


EMANTLE, JAMES, 
man Nov 28 at 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, 


— 

HanveY, SaMvuEL T, Queen Victoria st, Surveyor 

Nov 98 at il 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s La 

HEMYNG, PuHitiep Henry, Beulah Thornton 
heath, Surrey, Journalist Nov ms at 12 119, Vic- 

ria st, Westminster 

Ho ———— SamMvuEL, Southport, Bootmaker 
Nov 25 ati2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Ho: JOSEPH BAWDEN, Derby, Baker Nov 22 at 12 

c, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

HovuGuHTon, ILLIAM, Colchester, Boatbuilder 
Nov 23 at12 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

JACKSON, THOMAS, St , Cumberland, Blacksmith 
Nov 25 at 12 iI Duke st, Whitehaven 

Lock woop, JOHN, Mirfield, Yorks, Farmer Nov 25 

at4 Rec, Bank chbrs, Batley 
KHAM, JAMES, Wix, Essex, Farm Labourer 

Nov 23.ati1 Townhall, Colchester 

May, WILLIAM VALENTINE, Lancaster place, Strand, 
Auctioneer Nov 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Lincoln’s inn 

NrEwbyY, CHARLES, Armley, Leeds, Cab Proprietor 
Nov 25 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

OCKENDEN, HENRY RAYMOND, The Station ao 


proach, Anerley, —— Builder Nov 25 at 3 
Pro, —— st, ster 
Ruys, mg Brecknockshire, Beerhouse 


Kee} Nov 22 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
RosE, oMAs SWAN, Lowestoft, ishing Boat 
Owner Nov 26 at 2.45 Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft, 
Rupp, THomas, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely, Cantab, 
Biacksmith Nov 29 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, 
Peterborough 
SANDERSON, ELIZABTH,. Exmouth, Devon, Widow 
<n % at 11 Off Reo, 13, Bedford cir circus, 


— 531 Bradford, Glass Dealer Nov 25 
Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
— VIAIAI. Winshill, Staffs, Labourer Nov 
22at3 Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent 


SNoAD, JOHN, Dionis ter, New King’s rd, Fulham, 
Butcher Nov 27 at il Bankruptcy bidags, 
Lincoln’ sinn 

— — Pontypridd, bons Butter Merchant 
Nov 25 Off , Me’ dfil 

, O: Hereford, Boot. Dealer Nov 29 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
WATTLEY, ICHARD, Sidmouth, Devon, Builder 


ee 25 atii Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
ILMER BRADFORD, Batley, Yorks, late 
“Timber Merchant Nov 2% at 3 Off Rec, Bank 


JOSEPH, Ipswich, Osard Box 
Nov 26 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 


circus, Exeter 


coln’s inn 


ADJUDIOATIONS. 


BEARD, ALBERT EDWARD, Newerne, Lydne 
— hay rt, Mon Pet Nové Ord Nov 12 
ca, JOSEPH OROSBIE, late of Man- 
‘ord Pet Oct 28 


Glos, 


BRIsoox, 7 Henry, Addiscombe, Oro rordcn, 
Surrey, Gent Oroydon Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 11 

CAMPION, ROBERT Oxtord, Oab Proprietor Oxford 

a — ag “~ pax Tonbrid 

Y: iN, ND. uth boro ‘on ge, 

Farmer ‘Tunbridge W ‘Pet’ Oct 25 Ord 


Nov 11 
Connor, MicHAkEL, Lancaster, Plumber Preston 


Pet Nov 12 Ord Novi2 
Cox, Henry, Bolton dns, Chiswick, Licensed 
Victualier Brentford Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 8 
DuNN, BENJAMIN, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet 

N * 18 Ord Nov 18 
Elias, OwEN HENRY, Bee Croft, Valley, Anglesey, 
— Builder Liverpool Pet Sept ‘a1 Ord Nov 
FUELLING, ELIZABETH, London rd, Forest Dill, Kent, 
iterer a Pet Nov8 Ord Novs8 
HARVEY, SAMUEL T., Queen Victoria st, Surveyor 
High ne AL Pet. Bept 27 Ord Nov 13 


a CHANDOS, JHrpingham, Baker 
neuen Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 
Bouman, AMES, Grimsby, Greensrocer Gt 


Grimsb Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

JACKSON, JOHN, Derby, Frait Merchant Derby 
Pet Nov 13 ord Nov i138 

J — ty it Bees, Cupberiand, me acksmith 
Whi en Pt at Nov 11 Ord Noy 

Keer, — Gaghourne, Berks, Carrier 
Oxford Pet N orn TH 0 ome 


and Ryde Per Oot 20 Ord Oo 


Lomax, JoHN Extmaez, Darwen, Lancs, Tailor 
Blackburn Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

ca ix, — — Labourer 

chester Pet Nov 11 ov 

* Shoemaker 


——— Blackburn, Blackburn 
M a So = Mons, Mach Upper, Mon, Manu. 
AN, JOHN Mo! en - 
- acturing ( Chemist Newport, on Pet Nov 6 
ona 
MILLER, Guona Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby ce ovii Ord Novit 
POWELL, HUB: —— Rogerstone, Mon, Butcher 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov8 P Ord Nov 12 
PowsLL, RoBEBT, No’ Tobacconist Not- 
Pet Novit Ord Nov 11 


RicHarDs, GEORGE THOMAS, jun, ane, Confec- 

tioner Bristol Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Rose, THomas Swan Boat Owner 
Gt Yarmouth — Noviit Ord Nov il 

RowE, Henry SPARROW Fuisroox, Luton, Beds, 
— msed Victualler Luton Pet Nov ii Ord 


Rupp, Y TOMAS, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely, Oantab, 
Blacksmith Peterborough. Pet Nov 11 Ord 


Nov 11 
SANDERSON, ELIZABETH, —— Devon, Widow 
Exeter Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 


Glass Dealer Bradford 


Tottenham ct rd. 
Pet Nov 12 Ord 


No 
SLACK, — New Basford, —— Grocer 
Nottingham Pet Novit Ord Nov1 
UMMERSCALE, D, Garforth, Yorks, Contractor 
Wakefield’ 


, ALFRE! 
Pet Nov13_ Ord Nov 1 
Staffs, Tailor 
— | 


8: Builder 
Pet Nov Nov ii Ord Nov 
a. Piccadilly, Artist ‘High Court Pet 


— THoMAS, and KENNETH LUPTON, Burges, 
Coventry, a Founders Coventry Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Nov 13 

WOODMAN, JAMES, Blackfriars a. Publican High 
Court Pet Junei2 Ord Novi 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Nov. 19. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AXDREWS, WiLLIAM, Cockermouth, Cumberland, 
Butcher Cockermouth Pet Nev 14 Ord Nov ie 
Asquitn, THomas, Wakefield, Butcher Wakeficl 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
BRAMALL, WILLIAM, Silkstone common, nr Barnsley, 
Yorks, Sener Barnsley Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 4H 
CUNNINGHAM, WALTER, and WILLIAM REUBEN ae 
High rd, Leyton, Timber Merchants High Court 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nev 14 
Davies, Samus EDWARD Youn, and THoMAS ROLLIs- 
TON, Swansea, Plumbers Swansea Pet Nov 12 


E Ord all a z w N * 
vaxs, WILLIAM, . W., Draper Newpo 
Pet Nov 15 Ord as 

Eastbo bourne, — Hast- 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 


GODDARD, THOMAS, 
GRIMSHAW, CHARLES Henny, 


SENIOR, EDWARD, 
a Pet Nov 11 Ord rd Novit” t, 
HIARPE, 8 
High Court 


» TE Iron- 
monger Manchester Pet ‘Nov 16 wor Nov 16 
HETHERINGTON, Segbush W: irklin- 


ILLIAM, 
ten Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet | Nov 15 
ov 1 
Hinp, Wr114m Foy, Kingston u Hull, Milk- 
seller * Kingston upon Hull et Nov 16 Ord 
ov 
HOLDEN, JOHN Waltz. Carmarthen, Goal Merchant 
Carmarthen Pet Nov 15 Ord Ni Novi 
JONES, Evan, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, Collier 
Neath Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 
LEECH, JOHN, Wilmslo Genie, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Nov 14 “Ord Nov 14 
ENRY W, North Camp, Aldershot, 
Pet Oct22 Ord Nov 15 
MagrioTT, HERBERT, Smithies, B X 
Manufacturer ie Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Grosvenor 


Magee, FRANCIS, rd, Mildmay park, 
Highour ry. ent High Court Pet ost 24 


r Epovann, Manchester, General Mer- 
"Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 
———— York, Coal Dealer York 


v 16 
ROBINSON, PHILIP, Salisbury ct, Fleet st, Editor of 
oo Sunday Times High Court PetSept5 Ord 


RounND, — Wakall, Night Soil Foreman 
alsall Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
** Frank, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, 
—— oe Exeter Pet Now 14 ‘Ord Nov 14 
— See AMES, Eastville, Glos, Confectioner 
tol Pa Merit Ord Nov 14 
Steuer, Lupwic HENRY, Moor lane, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Novia 
TRAVERS, Morpaunt THoMas OTHO, Plumstead, 
Kent, Ca; crates 


CE HENRY, Burnley, Boot Dealer 
‘Pet t Nov 16 Ord Nov 
W. pei, Dewsbury, — Dewsbury 


Ord 
WALMSLEY, JOHN, Wallingfen, Yor Innkeeper 
Kingston upon’ ‘Hull Pet Nov 15 Ora Nov 15 
Warts, J. Hu Seething Lane, Colour Mannu- 
Ww: tacturer, High we ae cay %. pa . 
w Court, Pet No 1 — at a 
Carlisle Pet Noy 16 Mont Nov 1 : = 


WINT: J Man- 
chester —S Ord Nov ia 





—* Omantxs, Newport, IL. W.. dora | 


Yona, WALTER SCRYMSHER VERNON, 
8 Hants, Farmer Southampton 
Ord Nov 16 


The following amended sottie eat substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Nov. 8. 


WILMER-WILMER, BRADFORD, Batley Somes, ont t 
business Dewsbury Pet Oct24 Ord Noy * 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
paliished ts tho — ot Nov 15. 


Lomax, JOHN ELLIDGE, Lanes, Tailo: 
x CEN Deroy 12 Ord Nov ia ‘ 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


JoBLING, Mark Ernest, Scarsdaie villas, . 
Mining Engineer High Court Ord Oct 11 Rest 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ANGOLD, W., Osnaburgh st, Regent’s Builder 
Dec 3 at i2 yay ——— 
1TH, THomas, Wakefield. Butcher 
ASU Tee, Bond tert, Wakelicld aii some 
Brirxsy, W., and JosEPH CROSBIE, late of Manches- 
ter, Pianoforte Dealers Nov 2% at 3 Off Ree, 
er, Sra oheabes, Bridge st, st, Manchester 
BLENNERBASSET, JOHN FREDERICK, Vernon st, Kinzs’ 
Dec 3 
Cross rd, Hy og ec 3 at 11 33, 


Brown, KERSHAW GEORGE, Sheffi Joiner’s Tool 
Manufacturer Nov 27 at 10 Rec, Figtree 


lene, — 
CHAEL, Lancaster, Plumber Dec 20 at 3 
Off ritec, 14, 14, Chapel st Preston 
Con, Henry, Bol: grdns. Chiswi Licensed 
ictualler Ni Nov 2atil No 16, = 30 & 81, 8t 
Swithin’s lane 
DAVIEs, EDWARD JOHN, and Taso 
LLISTON, ——, bers Nov 23 at 10.80 
Off Rec, 97. Oxford rd, 


Swansea 
Davis, '({Homas, Worcester, Fruit Merchant Nov 20 
atil Off Worcester 


Wal- 
Nov 16 


OonDo 


Rec, 
Dunn, BenJAMIN, Liv Tailor Nov2at3 Off 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
HArRIs, Tonon, Bruton st, ‘New Bond st. Commission 


Agent, Bov 39 a8 18, SS ieee 
Nov 97 at 10.30 Off Rec, lane, Sheffield 

nna fears at OF 
Whee tel 


, FREDERI "perks, Carrier 
Nov 29 at 12 oe 1, 8t ‘Aldate’s, ( Oxford 
Lomax, JOHN ELLIDGE, Tailor Dec 
3at2.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
ames, Blackburn, Dec 8 at 3 
County Court house, Black! 
MOosELEY, WILLIAM, Coaldealer Nov 
27 at 8 25, Colmore row, 


OWEN, Samvust, Sun st, Finsbury, Plumber Novy 29 

at it Bankruptcy a iden Pahuoel os Lincoln’s 
Pgars, WALTER, Birmingham, Tobacconist Nov 2 
at 11 — hee mite 
ov 


— BERT, To 
atiz Off Rec, 1, High pavement, N 
RICHARDSON, JOHN Henry, York, Coaldealer Nov 
28 ati2 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Rogers, Harry CoRNSLIUS EDWIN, Birmingham, 
Physician Nov328atii 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


Ro as the A In- 
r-t-- — we 28 at u ord 


Rec, 13, 


Suaw, Epwix, Overmore, Dilhorn, Staffs, Farmer 
Nov 28 at 10.30 Oi He, Newonstlo under Lyme 
Stack, JoHN, New Nottingham, Gro 

Nov 2% ati Off —— 


SouTHERN, LEE, Manchester, 

Nov 28 at 2.30 Off ay eae eg 
8 

STONIER, FRANCIS, — —— Nov 28 

at 12 eg qe 


SUMMS&RSCALE, ALFRED x 
a See Ot Hes. Bond vert, Wakefieid 
JoOsEPH, Bank, Leeds, Journeyman 
a Nov 27 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 

TUNNICLIFF, MicH#ax8L, Burslem, Staffs, pa Nov 
28 at 11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lym 

Warp, Jonny, and Scorr James BREEZE, —— st, 
Tailors Nov 28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

Wes, Samvust, Leeds, Butcher Nov 27 at i2 Of 

Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ANDREWS, WILLIAM, Cockermouth, Cumberland, 
Butcher Cockermouth Pet Novi4 Ord Nov i4 
> Tuomas, Wakefield, Butcher Wakefield 

ovid Ord Nov l¢ 
, JOHN rd, Kilburn, House 
Agent High Court Pet Novit Ord Nov 15 
Baker, JossPH GurssePpPs Gasmmatpi, Finsbury 
market, Finsbury sq, Butcher High Court Pet 
Nov i3 Ond Nov i 
Ww. and Herperr Barnes, 


High r 
ae rs ser ban Pet Nov * 
Ord Nov a⸗ 


Pet St Noe 14 ee 14 


faut te soos TS ee 
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CLEVERLY, CHARLES HENRY, Croydon, Corn Mer- | 
chant Croydon Pet Oct18 Ord Nov 13 

CrocKER. HENRY JONAS, — 

Aylesbury Pet Nov5 Ora Novi 


FarrproTuer, THOMAS, and Joun — Long | 


Eaton, Derbyshire, Lace Manufacturers Derby 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 15 

Fincu, O1iver Lemon, Camberwell Station rd, 
Carman High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Nov 15 


Grrrivas, Enocn, Bilston, Staffs, Iron Manufacturer | 


Dudiey Pet Nov? Ord Nov 13 
GRIMSHAW, CHARLES HENRY. Manchester, 
monger Manchester Pet Novié Ord Nov i6 
G, Pui HEnry. 
Heath, Surrey, Journalist Croydon Pet Oct 26 | 
Ord Nov 13 
HETHERINGTON, WILLIAM, Segbush Well. Kirklinton, 
ee Farmer Carlisle Pet Novis Ord 
ov 


Hinp, Wit11AM Foy, Kingston upon Hull, Milkseller | 


Kingston upon Hull Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 


Hoven, JoHN WuITs. Carmarthen, Coal Merchant | 
Carma’ 


rthen Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 15 
HovuGHTon, WILLIAM, Colchester, + reed Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 1 


Jongs, Evan, Skewen, near Neath, — Collier | 
Neath Pet Novié Ord Novié 


LEEcH, JOHN, Wimslow, Cheshire, Grocer Man- | 
chester Pet Nov14 Ord Novi4 

Lockwoop. JOHN, Mirfield, —— Farmer Dews- 
bury Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 13 


Martin, H., Market pl, ——— Grocer Wands- | 
worth Bet Aug 21 Ord Nov 


OLIVER, JosEpH, Gt Everdea, Northampton, Baker | 
Northampton Pet Novi Ord Nové 

Porrer, IAOMAS, Mansfield, — Grocer Notting- 
ham Pet Novi13 Ord Nov 

RICHARDSON, JOHN — York, Coaldealer York 
Pet Novié Ord Nov 

Rounp, JoserH, Walsall, ‘Nieht! Soil Foreman Wal- 
sall Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 

— Frank, St Themes. the Apostle, 


i — Olerk Exeter Pet Nov 14 Ord 


Sram, | HENRY, Moor lane, Commercial | 


Traveller Fick Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
JUTHERLAND, JAMES EDWARD, late of Plumstead. 
Woolwich, Solicitor Greenwich Pet Oct 25 
Ord Nov 13 
Titty, GeorGk Henry, Bristol, Grocer Bri:tol 
Pet Nové Ord Nov 14 
WALMSLEY, JOHN, Wallingfen, Yorks, Innkeeper 
ne Hull Pet Novi15 Ord Nov 15 
JOHN, Whitecross st, Butcher High Court | 
“Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 15 
YABSLEY, JOHN, —— Devon, Builder East 
Bishops | 


Stonehouse Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 15 
Yonau, WALTER SCRYMSHER VERNON, 
Waltham, Hants, Farmer Southampton 


Novié Ord Nov 16 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 26.—Messrs. JoNES, LANG, & Co., at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 4). 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the | 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
as requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


Plasterer 


Iron- | 


Beulah rd, Thornton | 


| The Subscription to the Souictrors’ JOURNAL is 
| 26s. ; 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
Sub- 


—Town, Country, 


include Double Numbers and Postage. 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


| 








CONTENTS. 
UN ROE. xndunsicucs p6< -asmentess anea owe 55 
| THE BisHop’s POWER OF VETO UNDER THE PUBLIC 
WORSHIP REGULATION ACTS «200 sees scceee see 87 
| Some Recent Decisions on County Court JuRIs- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE .eccse.seee evocccessscsoes 58 
EO ea a a ee, 
CORRESPONDENCE ..... ôô ô6 -20: cece - 59 
—— —E[[ ‘GE 
| LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ................ 66 
LEGAL NEWS ...cess occceseee coeveescocce 65 
COURT PAPERS cece ceccee cove ee eves cece 67 
| WINDING-UP NOTICES..00 coves -ccce secccces sesce - 67 
| OREDITORS’ NOTIONS ..0c cccccecccccescccccccoccesece 67 
| BANEKBUPTOY NOTICES ....ccccccscccccceccccsescccce 68 


| — | ENTE 





All letters intended for publication in the 


| Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


Devon, | 


by the name of the writer. 








AW PARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION. 
j =. Solicitor admitted Hilary, 1887, having had 
5 years’ experience in a Country Office and 3 years’ 
with a well-known London Firm, is desirous of 
obtairing a Partnership or Succession in a weli- 
established practice London preferred ; principals 
only.—Address, T ti., care of Messrs. Mewgeson & 
Co, 14, Miles- lane, Upper Thames-street, E U 


| T° SOLICITORS and FAMILIES haviog 

had Correspondence with Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, and Mauritius in the ’60’s.—Stamps 
t | from letters then received are — for cash by 
CHARLES MORTIMER, 21, Gr m-road, Brixton, 
London.—Charles Mortimer wants Mulread yi ex- 
| velopes, old black and blue English postage stamps, 
| and collections of stamps. 


| A SOLICITOR of ability and long experi- 
ence as a Law Coach Reads with Candidates 
| for Examination; Postal Preparation is carried on 
| by corrigenda papers dictated to a Shorthand 
writer; terms moderate.—Address, CoAcH, 9, Fen- 
church-street, London, E.C. 

| --—- 


OLICITOR’S ACCOUNTANT, — 
of filling up time, undertakes auditing. pre- 
aration of balance-sheets, statements of affairs, and 

— and Succession Duty Accounts; arreara of 

costs brought up; terms moderate.—CALCULATEUR, 

Messrs. Matthews, Drew, & Co., 10, Gray’s-ian- 

piace, W.C 








| 





REEVES & TURNER, | 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text. 
books always on Bale. 


_ 0, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET, 


Just published at 63. 
HE LAW of LIBEL in the RELATION 
to the PRE3S. — with the Law of Libel 
Amendment Act, 1888, and all — Statutes bear. 
ing on — — By HUGH FRASER, M.A, 
Barrister- 
“REEVES “ — 100. Ohancety-lane, London, 


Dy ney ope LAW OF EXECUTION. 
day is published, demy 8vo, 32s., cloth. 

TREATISE on the LAW of EXECU- 

TION in the High Court and — — 
including the Powers, Duties. and Liabili of the 
Sherif, the High —“ the Bisho op aud other 
Executive Officers. By T. KERR DERSON, 

L.B., Barrister-at-Law. 


London: BUTTERWORTHS, 7, Fieet-street, Her 
Majesty's Law Publishers. 


— ——— — 








DALY’S CLUB LAW.—SECOND EDITION, 
up PAW foolscap 8vo, 3s. 6d.. cloth 
LUB LAW and the LAW of UNREGIS. 
TERED FRIENDLY SOOIETIES: a Hand- 

book of the Rights and Liabilities of Officers and 
Members of Clubs, and other Unregistered Societies, 
inter se, and as regards Strangers; Procedure in 
Actions by or t; Gambliog; Drinking; Lead- 
ing Cases, &c. y DOMINICK DALY, of the Inner 
Temple and Mid —* Circuit, Barrister - at - Law. 
Second Edition. 

London: BUTTERWORTHS, 7, — * Her 

Majesty’s Law Publishers 





Post free, 6d, 
UPTURE: [Its Radical Cure: An 
Interesting Publication. 
By Dr. J. A. SHERMAN. 


Giving authentic information how sufferers mav 
be relieved and restored to soundness without life 
rture from trusses used for its protection. 


London: Grass, SurrH, & Co., 10, High Holborn, 





Price 1s., post free, 
N°. and THROAT DISEASES. By 
GrEorGE Moorz, M.D. 
J. Epps & Co, 170, ae and 48, Threadneedle- 
street. 





OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
turs, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & OO., 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
ors er collections o "Books, in town cr country, 
gying the utmost value in cash; also value for 
TE. Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to sellers. 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, 
London, Code in use, Unicode. 





Wy 48TED, Law Partnership by young 
and active Solicitor, aged 27, witn capital; 
high references.—Write, M. 


» May’s Adver- 
tising Offices, 162, Piccadilly. 








THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED 


HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY, 


L—FIDELITY GUARANTFES, given on behalf of Olerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, 


LIMITED, 





CAPITAL, #1 ene, * 


TRUSTEES : 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


lV.-— 
Liqui- 


dators and Receivers under the = zh Court, and all hol benture and other 
ud : ee pe Dek —TRUSTEES SHIP. ofthe Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 


— where required ; 
app ms Ai 


NACY © OMM1 TTRES’ BONDS granted. 


—ADMINISTRATION BOUNDS entered into at moderate rates. 


II. —ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
III.—MOR* AGE INSURANCES effected. 


Cary: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.0, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS gusrantood, 
V.—TRUSTEES ty Ah — LURE, &c, 


Society acts as Trustee 


either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 


( See special Prospectus.) 


VII.—TITLES GUARANTEED (against defect ia same). 
VILIL.—CONTRACTS GUARANTEED (<s to due performance) 


For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 


MANCHESTER : 51, King-strees. LIVERPOOL: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. EDINBURGH : 53, George-street, 
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